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Executive Summary

Project Summary:

In 2009, the Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA) Office of Mobility Innovation (TRI-10) asked that the
USDOT’s John A. Volpe National Transportation Systems Center (Volpe Center) conduct an assessment
on the level of FTA grantee compliance with the National ITS Architecture Policy that was developed in
2001 and enacted in 2005. During the interim period, transit agencies that have used the National ITS
Architecture have demonstrated the ability to save time and money, found greater system compatibility
among modes, have facilitated future technology expansions, and have found it easier to bring
stakeholders together for discussion. As a result, the FTA has a desire to see all transit agencies
integrated as part of a Regional or Statewide ITS Architecture. The goal of the assessment was to build
from the 2005 baseline to show progress since that date. Additionally, FTA requested that the Volpe
Center staff specifically examine three additional efforts:

1. The use and maintenance of Regional and Statewide ITS Architectures by transit agencies to
plan, predict, and guide ITS deployments within their regions.

2. The application of the systems engineering process.

3. The use and implementation of USDOT-supported ITS Standards.

The Volpe Center team took the following steps:

e Reviewed the previous March 2005 report that established the baseline for transit agency
participation in regional or Statewide architectures.

e Identified over 3,300 public transportation providers in the U.S. and sorted them by FTA Region,
State, base city, county, metropolitan, micropolitan, or rural area.

e |dentified the number of service vehicles.

e Identified over 300 State, Regional, and Corridor ITS Architectures and sorted by coverage area
(metropolitan / micropolitan areas and rural counties).

e Conducted phone and on-site interviews with representatives of 63 public and private
organizations across the nation (which also includes additional comments from staff from FTA
Regional Offices and FHWA Division Offices).

e Conducted in-depth reviews of 92 ITS Architectures (30 Statewide and 62 Regional) covering all
ten FTA Regions to determine: transit level of inclusion, standards covered, and use of the
systems engineering processes.

Summary of Findings:

e ITS Architecture: The largest transit agencies in a region are generally integrated into the
relevant Statewide or Regional architectures, while smaller agencies and on-demand services

are integrated sporadically. “Other transit providers,” “rural transit providers,” or other similar

FTA Office of Mobility Innovation 1 June 2011
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terms are often used without calling out individual transit agencies by name, making it difficult
to discern the number of agencies within the stakeholder group or to tell which agencies are
actually involved and which are not. Importantly and more often than not, these grouped
stakeholders are not associated with specific technologies or information flows.

Systems Engineering: More recent ITS Architectures now cite the application of the Systems
Engineering processes, but lack of training inhibits widespread use.

Standards: Although standards are now more frequently cited, within ITS Architectures, actual
applications remain limited.

Significant Challenges/Gaps:

Transit agencies cited challenges related to real-time data. Their needs range from requiring
guidance on the sharing of real-time transit data to the desire for the development of real-time
data standards.

Agencies identified the challenges with legal issues regarding contracting for customer
information providers and opening up the transit service data to third parties.

A greater awareness of the ITS Architecture and its value is still very much needed, especially
with regard to the Architecture as a useful tool for regional system integration and data sharing,
in addition to its value as a planning tool. Familiarity with the ITS Architecture concept is not as
widespread as envisioned, particularly with smaller and rural agencies.

Standards present a continuing challenge, resulting in many transit systems remaining
proprietary and thus more difficult to integrate regionally.

Application of the systems engineering process is the exception, not the rule.

Conclusions:

Important gains can be made through concentrating training efforts in ITS Architecture,
standards, and systems engineering on transit agencies within smaller metropolitan (including
micropolitan) areas or rural areas. Specific to standards, both large and small transit agencies
would benefit greatly from expanded and simplified standards training.

Presentations to agency decision makers on the value (benefits) of utilizing the ITS Architecture
processes (costs, time, staff efficiency, facilitates system interoperability, improves short and
long-range technology and operations planning, etc.) could yield important increases in its use.

Clearly identifying which ITS Architectures (Statewide and Regional) are relevant for which
public transportation providers would support the efforts of the ITS and Grants staff in FTA
Regional Offices and raise the inclusion of additional agencies into the architecture. Appendices
D, E, and F begin this process.

A related list of additional conclusions is outlined in Section 7.

FTA Office of Mobility Innovation 2 June 2011
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1 Introduction

1.1 Research Purpose

The Federal Transit Administration’s National Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) Architecture
Consistency Policy for Transit Projects was issued on January 2, 2001. At the same time, the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) issued the corresponding Final Rule on Architecture and Standards
Conformity (§23 CFR 940.11). The FTA Policy and the FHWA Rule are virtually identical in content. The
FTA policy requires that ITS projects funded by the Highway Trust Fund and the Mass Transit Account
conform to a locally adopted regional ITS architecture (see below). In addition, grantees must use a

systems engineering process (see Section 4.1) for the development of ITS projects, as well as use the U.S.
Department of Transportation (USDOT)-supported ITS standards. This policy was continued under
SAFETEA-LU in 2005. Transit agencies self-certify their consistency with the FTA Policy, and the FTA is
responsible for ongoing monitoring of the appropriate use of

the National ITS Architecture.

As ITS deployment becomes more widespread and ITS Architectures save time

commonplace, the FTA expects that almost all of its grantees .
. o and money by encouraging
will implement some sort of ITS project in the near future;

the greatest potential for driving implementation is likely to compatibility, enabling future
be deployment of automated traveler information systems, expansion, and bringing
vehicle location systems, or integrated, electronic fare stakeholders together.

payment systems.

In 2008, the FTA’s Office of Mobility Innovation (TRI) began

contemplating a new oversight review process for transit agency compliance with FTA’s Policy. FTATRI
requested that the Volpe Center build from a 2005 baseline and conduct an assessment of the level of
compliance among the FTA grantees with the Policy regarding: (1) the use and maintenance of regional
ITS architectures by transit agencies to plan, predict, and guide their ITS deployments within their
regions, (2) the use of the systems engineering process, and (3) the use and implementation of USDOT-
supported ITS standards. This report updates the findings of the previous study, the 2005 ITS Technical
Oversight and Assistance Program: Compendium of Lessons Learned.

1.2 Overview of the National ITS Architecture

The National ITS Architecture provides a common framework for planning, defining, and integrating ITS
nationwide. It is maintained by USDOT. The diagram on the following page illustrates the overall concept.
The ITS National Architecture contains four different possible entities for information connection:
centers, travelers, vehicles and roadside elements. Boxes within these four centers are called
subsystems. Regional and project-level architectures are more specific and are developed by regional
and local agencies.

FTA Office of Mobility Innovation 3 June 2011
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Figure 1: Graphical Depiction of the Elements of the National ITS Architecture
(www.its.dot.gov/arch/index.htm)

1.3 Regional or Statewide ITS Architectures

A regional or Statewide ITS architecture provides a geographically-bound framework for ensuring
institutional agreement and technical integration for the implementation of ITS projects or groups of
projects. A region is defined as the geographical area that identifies the boundaries of the regional ITS
architecture and is defined by and based on the needs of the participating agencies and other
stakeholders. A region can be specified at a metropolitan, multi-state, or corridor level. In metropolitan
areas, a region should be no less than the boundaries of the metropolitan planning area. A Statewide
architecture uses the state boundaries.

The objective of participating in a regional ITS architecture is to guide the development of ITS projects
and programs and to be consistent with ITS strategies and projects contained in the region's applicable
transportation plans. As stated in the National ITS Architecture Policy, "...the National ITS Architecture
shall be used as a resource in the development of the regional ITS architecture." And, "...the regional ITS
architecture shall be on a scale commensurate with the scope of ITS investment in the region." The Policy
includes advice that provision should be made to include participation from the following agencies, as
appropriate, in the development of the regional ITS architecture: highway agencies, public safety
agencies (e.g., police, fire, emergency/medical), transit agencies, federal lands agencies, state motor
carrier agencies, and other operating agencies necessary to fully address regional ITS integration.

FTA Office of Mobility Innovation 4 June 2011
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With the issuance of the Policy in January 2001, the goal was to ensure ITS architecture adoption by
each region that was operating ITS or implementing new ITS projects by April 8, 2005. To facilitate
development and adoption, a model architecture was developed by the FTA in November 2002. By
January 2005, the date of FTA’s last compliance review, it was estimated that about half of the transit
agencies had participated in and completed their regional ITS architecture. Another 30 percent were
scheduled to complete their architecture by early summer 2005. About 20 percent of FTA’s grantees
opted not to participate in a regional or Statewide ITS architecture at that time, given that most of these
were smaller agencies with less likelihood of implementing ITS projects.

The regional ITS architecture is a living document and needs to be maintained and updated as new
systems and functionalities are added, or as functionality is removed. Therefore, the FTA and the ITS
Specialists within Regional Offices seek to monitor the availability, use, and maintenance of regional ITS
architectures and the inclusion of the grantees’ ITS projects in them. As noted previously, two critical
elements of a successful Regional ITS- and project-level-architecture are:

e Use of the systems engineering process: The technical support for the use of the systems
engineering process has been evolving since 2005, with actual experiences and lessons learned
now available within the transit community to help build the requisite knowledge and skill base.
Additionally, a systems engineering checklist is available to Regional Office ITS Specialists and
project managers as a way to ensure quality.

¢ Implementation of technologies using ITS standards: Transit ITS standards are available for
use; accessibility was enhanced with new tools and training that came on line in 2008. While
the USDOT has not formally adopted any ITS standards, the Policy encourages use of ITS
standards that have been approved by standards development organizations (SDOs—the list
includes the American Public Transportation Association (APTA), the National Electrical
Manufacturers Association (NEMA), the American National Standards Institute (ANSI), among
other transit-relevant SDOs). With regard to the transit community, the FTA supported APTA in
engaging with vendors, manufacturers, and transit agency representatives to develop the
Transit Communication Interface Protocols or TCIP - a suite of technology standards that
support of the integration and interoperability of transit business, communications, and
operations systems.

1.4 Report Methodology

To understand progress between the 2005 baseline and 2010, the Volpe Center team conducted phone
and on-site interviews with representatives from 63 public and private organizations from across the
nation, including transit agencies, state departments of transportation, university research centers,
software developers, and metropolitan planning organizations. Additional comments from staff
members from a select group of FTA Regional Offices and the FHWA Division Offices have also been
incorporated into this assessment to supplement and reinforce the findings of the 63 interviewees.

FTA Office of Mobility Innovation 5 June 2011
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Interviewees were asked about a variety of items relevant to ITS architecture history, involvement and
use. These questions covered the following topics:

e Which transit technologies have been deployed.

e The history of the regional or statewide ITS architecture development.
e Application of ITS standards and systems engineering processes.

e Benefits to regional transit ITS involvement and ITS architecture.

e Challenges that reflect: the need to expand the inclusion of transit agencies in regional ITS
architecture development and application, the ITS deployment process and the overall regional
planning process, and identification of the education and training needs of the transit
community.

Chapter 2 summarizes the 2005 baseline report and Chapters 3-5 present progress-to-date findings as
follows:

e Chapter 3: Updates on Transit Agency Inclusion in ITS Architectures
e Chapter 4: Transit Agency Use of ITS Standards
e Chapter 5: Transit Agency Application of the Systems Engineering Process

Chapters 6 and 7 provide summaries and recommendations that are meant as a support to FTA for its
future focus on investments and policies. Appendices A through F provide lists and charts filled with the
supporting detail on transit agencies. These appendices are provided as resources, particularly for the
FTA Regional ITS Specialists in their oversight role.

FTA Office of Mobility Innovation 6 June 2011
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2 Summary of ITS Technical Oversight and Assistance Program:

Compendium of Lessons Learned

2.1 Introduction

In 2005, with the implementation of the Policy, FTA’s Office of Mobility Innovation contracted for a
survey to understand transit agency involvement with the Regional ITS Architecture. The final March
2005 report is titled, ITS Technical Oversight and Assistance Program: Compendium of Lessons Learned.

Because this report’s efforts start with the results and conclusions of the 2005 effort, Chapter 2 presents
a summary of this effort and report. Between 2000 and 2004, the authors surveyed 19 transit agencies
from medium to large urban areas. These agencies included at least one agency from each of the 10

FTA regions. The 2005 assessment included five tasks:

1.

2.

Evaluation of the progress in developing regional or Statewide architectures.

Assessment of the development status of transit architectures or inclusion of transit in regional
or Statewide architectures.

Assessment of the grantees’ needs.
Review of the FTA ITS Architecture Policy.

Creation of architecture guidance to grantees.

2.2 2005 Agencies and Regions Reviewed and Findings

The contractor assessments, findings, and recommendations were based on interviews conducted with
transit agencies, regional and state agencies, FTA and FHWA staff, and private entities. Table 1 on the
following page lists the 19 transit agencies and corresponding 17 metropolitan areas that were assessed

as part of the Oversight and Technical Assistance Program from 2000 to 2004.

FTA Office of Mobility Innovation 7 June 2011
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Table 1: Regions and Transit Agencies Assessed in 2005 Architecture Review

. . Year(s)
Metropolitan Area | Transit Agency
Assessed
Atlanta Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority (MARTA) 2002
Boston Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (MBTA) 2001
. Connecticut Department of Transportation / Greater Bridgeport

Bridgeport . . 2002 - 2003

Transit Authority (GBTA)
Chicago Regional Transportation Authority (RTA) 2002 - 2003
Corpus Christi Corpus Christi Regional Transportation Authority (RTA) 2001
Kansas City Kansas City Area Transportation Authority (KCATA) 2000 - 2001
Miami Miami-Dade Transit (MDT) 2002

Culver CityBus 2003
Los Angeles

Long Beach Transit (LBT) 2003 - 2004
New Brunswick New Jersey Transit (NJ TRANSIT) 2002
Orlando Central Florida Regional Transportation Authority (LYNX) 2001 - 2003
Providence Rhode Island Public Transit Authority (RIPTA) 2001

Utah Transit Authority (UTA) 2002
Salt Lake City

UTA and Salt Lake City Olympic Committee (SLOC) 2000
Seattle King County Metropolitan Transit (KCM) 2002
Tampa Hillsborough Area Regional Transit Authority (HARTIine) 2001
Washington, D.C. Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA) 2003 - 2004

L City of Wichita Department of Public Works - Wichita Transit

Wichita 2001

(WT)

Worcester Regional Transit Authority (WRTA) (and Central
Worcester . . o 2003 - 2004

Massachusetts Regional Planning Commission)

FTA Office of Mobility Innovation 8 June 2011
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Common issues identified at that time in the 17 metropolitan areas examined include:

e Regional ITS architecture issues, such as the lack of stakeholder participation, coordination,
agreements, or leadership, were found in 11 regions.

e Project architecture and implementation issues, such as procurement packaging, standards and
protocols, system integration, and project tracking and reporting, were found in 16 regions.

e Systems engineering or architecture development training was needed to ensure full
compliance with federal requirements in 11 regions.

e Other issues arose in seven of the regions, including the coordinated development of an
infrastructure investment program, identifying and applying standards, accommodating funding
shortfalls, and the development of an ITS architecture to aid in planning for a major special
event (Salt Lake City Winter Olympics).

2.3 2005 Lessons Learned
The 2005 report concluded with eleven key lessons, which are listed below. Six dealt with institutional
issues, while five were technical or functional in nature.

Institutional Lessons Learned:

1. Institutional arrangements play an important role in regional ITS architecture development. A
lack of institutional relationships in several cities likely contributed to a lack of involvement in
the regional ITS architecture prior to FTA technical assistance.

2. Coordination of regional ITS architecture for multi-jurisdiction transit agencies (e.g., New Jersey
Transit) has not been fully addressed by regulations. There is a need for better guidance with
coordination between states and metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) that cross
jurisdictions.

3. Asingle ITS point of contact for each participating agency is needed to increase coordination
and efficiency (e.g., both commuter rail and bus operations for the MBTA in Boston were
seeking to deploy AVL systems but did not share information).

4. Funding and politics appear to be a better predictor of ITS investment rather than need.

5. Institutional participation in the regional ITS architecture development process has not
guaranteed architectural understanding or regulatory compliance. In some regions with large-
scale (regional or statewide) architectures, the transit agencies were not meaningfully involved
in the development of the architectures and did not fully understand the implications for the ITS
program. The level of involvement in the architecture development is important in translating
into understanding and compliance.
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6. Thereis a need for an institutional understanding of the architecture and regulatory compliance
within an agency, so transit agencies should not just outsource the architectural work to
consultants. The review of high-level architectures for transit agencies indicates that simply
turning responsibility over to a consultant was not effective.

Technical Lessons Learned:

7. Agencies must understand their own ITS plans, operations, and interfaces in order to
understand their requirements within a regional ITS architecture. Agency staff needed training,
specifically, the review of specifications for new systems, to feel technically competent for ITS
deployment and to participate in the development of a regional ITS architecture.

8. Successful agencies use a multi-faceted technical approach to achieve regional ITS architecture
consistency. Several common good practices were observed at agencies that successfully
achieved regional ITS Architecture consistency:

e A comprehensive and complete ITS/technology strategic plan.
e Technology aligned with business priorities and cross-functions.
e Systems engineering approach to implementing ITS projects.

e leveraged application of ITS standards.

9. The required systems engineering approach should take an “enterprise view.” Potential new
services, changes in technologies, and changing customer expectations all require agencies to
address significant challenges and objectives requiring a “larger” view of the agency (i.e., an
“enterprise” view). Traditional systems engineering approaches often are defined for the goals
of a single, particular system. Successful agencies take a more holistic view of the entire
environment.

10. In order to maximize efficiency of the technologies, it is necessary for each transit agency to
invest in a good data management system.

11. Planned special events or new legislation can be a catalyst for ITS development or consolidation.

The 2005 report also noted that, in general, the existing FTA ITS self-certification process was effective
in providing oversight and assistance. The 17 regions assessed had a varied record of developing and
maintaining regional ITS architectures; the transit agencies within these regions had diverse experiences
in implementing ITS projects and participating in the regional ITS architecture. The report also noted
that throughout the country, most transit ITS systems were being adequately incorporated into an
existing or developing high-level architecture. Overall, larger agencies had better success referring to
the National ITS Architecture and using the systems engineering approach. Only a handful of regions
had no apparent activity to map architecture flows or secure institutional agreements (at the time of the
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initial assessment). These regions tended to have smaller transit agencies, despite the size of the
greater metropolitan area.
Based on these inputs, the report concluded by recommending the development of the following:
e A National ITS Architecture conformity model for transit applications.
e Guidance on transit ITS funding sources.
e Guidance and training for grants management.

e Guidance on alternatives analysis and procurement.
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3 Update on Transit Agency Inclusion in ITS Architectures

3.1 Whatis an ITS Architecture?

As defined in Chapter 1, an ITS Architecture is a specific, tailored framework for ensuring institutional
agreement and technical integration for the implementation of ITS projects or groups of projects in a
particular geographic area (statewide ITS architecture), region (regional ITS architecture), mode, agency,
corridor, or project (for more information see the National ITS Architecture — Version 6.1 website

at http://www.its.dot.gov/arch/index.htm). An ITS Architecture functionally defines:

1. The functions (e.g., gather transit information or request a route) that are required for ITS.

2. The physical entities or subsystems where these functions reside (e.g., in the field, on the
vehicle, within a communications center).

3. The information flows and data flows that connect these functions and physical subsystems
together into an integrated system (what information is exchanged among the multiple systems).

3.2 2010 Review: Transit Agency Inclusion in ITS Architectures

Volpe Center staff reviewed 92 statewide or regional ITS architectures to assess: (1) the degree to which
transit agencies were identified and (2) the detail provided on the transit ITS existing or planned
technologies within either the architecture text or the system integration and information flow diagrams.
The map on the following page and Tables 3-5 provide a distribution of the architectures that were
reviewed. The examination of the architectures explored which “transit technologies” and “technology
applications/functions” were included. There are many advanced technologies and functions already
deployed and used in transit operations. To simplify and ensure consistency, the ITS architecture review
focused on five types of technologies:

1. Automatic Vehicle Location (AVL)
2. Advanced Communications

3. Traveler Information Systems

4. Electronic Fare Payment Systems
5. Safety and Security Systems

The first three are the most common applications, and, as deemed by the transit industry, the most
proven over time. The fourth and fifth technologies - electronic fare payment systems and safety and
security devices - represent some of the newest deployments by transit agencies and may be indicators
if a region has updated their ITS Architecture to account for these new fare and security systems.

Over one-quarter of the ITS Architectures developed within the United States were reviewed.
Approximately one-third of the documents reviewed were statewide ITS architectures, which are more
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high-level overviews than the regional ITS architectures. It is more likely that transit agencies and their
associated technologies in statewide architectures will be identified by mode rather than by specific
agency name. The number of ITS architectures reviewed ranged from a high of 16 (FTA Region 4) to a
low of six (FTA Region 2), with the average being nine ITS architectures per FTA Region. There were 26
states in which multiple ITS architectures were reviewed, including six from Florida and five from
California. Unfortunately, seven states were not included in this review because their architectures
were not readily available via the Internet or electronic version, only as a hard copy from an MPO or the
State DOT.

Figure 2 and Tables 2-4 illustrate the number of ITS architectures reviewed by state and FTA Region.
While the number of corridor ITS architectures are increasing, there are very few current (since 2007)
modal, agency, or project ITS architectures. These specific and targeted ITS architectures were more
common a decade ago when the ITS architecture process was just being formalized and agencies
needed to demonstrate some architectural information flows and system connections to qualify for
federal ITS project funds. The newer corridor ITS architectures are heavily focused on highway and
arterial ITS deployments and none of the reviewed corridor architectures highlighted any meaningful
transit applications.

ITS Architectures Reviewed -
Number Reviewed By State (2010)

3 1
2

: 1
5

", ]

Statewide ITS
Architecture Reviewed

# = Total ITS Architectures
Reviewed for State

Figure 2: ITS Architectures Reviewed by State
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Using the statistics within the Figure 2 map, Table 2 breaks down the Architectures by FTA Region.

Table 2: ITS Architectures Reviewed by FTA Region

Statewide Regional Other

Architectures Architectures Total

Reviewed Reviewed (Corridor / Agency / Project)
FTA Region 1 4 7 0 11
FTA Region 2 2 4 0 6
FTA Region 3 3 5 0 8
FTA Region 4 3 13 0 16
FTA Region 5 2 5 0 7
FTA Region 6 3 6 0 9
FTA Region 7 3 4 0 7
FTA Region 8 4 5 0 9
FTA Region 9 2 7 0 9
FTA Region 10 4 6 0 10
Total All Regions 30 62 0 92

Table 3 on the following page provides a further breakdown of the number of transit agencies cited and

the types of technologies cited within the ITS architectures that were reviewed. Table 3 also provides a

definition for the various types of ITS technologies and systems that were cited.
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Table 3: Transit Agency Citations in 92 ITS Architectures Reviewed (January - April 2010)

@ Technologies Cited by Agency
g 2
2 o Safet
2 © & Travele Y/
e 2 AVL AC EFP Security
g 3 = Inf
w e 2 2 RLULLC, Syst
25 s § i ystem
# L £ = O
FTA Region 1 11 65 24 30 37 25 26
FTA Region 2 6 39 12 13 12 6 13
FTA Region 3 8 96 24 32 33 25 27
FTA Region 4 16 64 13 16 19 14 18
FTA Region 5 7 49 8 21 20 15 17
FTA Region 6 9 21 12 12 16 6 9
FTA Region 7 7 77 42 60 40 38 40
FTA Region 8 9 57 28 30 10 1 9
FTA Region 9 9 50 9 16 26 20 9
FTA Region 10 10 117 15 107 107 105 107
Total All Regions 92 635 187 337 320 255 275
% Cited by Agencies -- -- 29.4% | 53.1% |50.4% | 40.2% | 43.3%

Definitions of Technologies Cited

Automated Vehicle Location (AVL) — A system that senses, at intervals, the real-time location of
transit vehicles that carry special electronic equipment that communicates a signal back to a central
control facility, locating the vehicle and providing other information about its operations or about its
mechanical condition. Several different technologies or combination of these may be used to
perform the AVL function, such as Global Positioning System (triangulation of satellite signals),
Signposts (beacons at known locations transmit signals picked up by the vehicle), Ground-Based Radio
(triangulation of radio tower signals), or Dead-Reckoning (vehicle’s odometer and compass are used
to measure new position from the previously known position)

Advanced Communications (AC) — Media or equipment used for voice communications and/or data
transfer for transit operations, and for communicating with transportation providers or safety
agencies beyond the transit community. Communications systems support onboard, mobile and fixed
end equipment. AC includes computer aided dispatch and scheduling systems (CAD); mobile data
terminals (MDT); short and long range communication systems beyond the traditional analog radio
(wireless networks, cellular, satellite, digital radio).
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Traveler Information — Transportation information provided to travelers prior to and during a trip.
This includes static and/or real-time information provided at home, work, transit stops, in transit
vehicles, and for several other travel applications and modes. Information can be provided via
multiple devices and media sources.

Electronic Fare Payment (EFP) — An automated means of collecting and processing fares that enables
customers to use a variety of mediums to pay for transit trips. EFP technologies include magnetic
stripe card, smart card, credit card, tokens, cash, and electronic transfer via smart chip located in
personal devices.

Safety / Security System — Systems and technologies that enhance the safety and security of transit
customers, personnel, equipment and facilities. On-board equipment includes cameras, silent alarms,
covert microphones, and/or intercoms. Additional safety equipment used in stations, parking lots
and transit stops include emergency call boxes, credentialing and access control, and a variety of
threat/warning sensors.

As Table 3 illustrates, there were 635 transit agencies cited within the 92 Statewide or Regional ITS
Architectures reviewed in 2010, an average of almost seven agencies per architecture. Of the
technologies reviewed, surprisingly, automated vehicle location (AVL) was included in the architectures
for less than 30% of the agencies. AVL or other vehicle location systems are now a very common
application for transit, and the low number of AVL citations could have two explanations. First, AVL
technologies are often included within bus procurements and are not specifically identified as an ITS
procurement and highlighted in an architecture. Second, many of the documents reviewed were
created over seven years ago, before AVL installations became widespread.

Advanced Communications, Traveler Information Systems, and Safety and Security Systems were all
cited by almost half of the agencies identified within the ITS Architectures reviewed. The percentage of
agencies citing these technologies within the ITS Architectures should continue to rise as they are
common transit applications today. However, another surprise was the large number of ITS
Architectures that identified the planned or existing application of Electronic Fare Payment Systems
(EFPs). EFPs were linked to over 40% of the 635 transit agencies. Many of the ITS Architectures listing
transit EFPs called for the transit application to be part of a planned (not existing) multi-agency, multi-
modal, multi-use regional payment system.

With the review of the 92 Statewide and Regional ITS Architectures, four findings stand out for the
review team:

e Many ITS Architectures list many transit agencies as stakeholders, but do not specifically
associate most of them with technologies or information flows within the plans. It is typically
not intuitive for the reader to link any discussions of ITS technologies and applications
mentioned in the text or on the graphics to a specific transit agency.

e The largest transit agencies in the region are generally extensively integrated into the
architectures and relatively detailed information on their technologies and information flows is
provided.
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A number of smaller and mid-sized transit agencies and on-demand services appear to be left
out of the ITS Architecture process or integrated only sporadically. An example is the Houston
ITS architecture which details Houston Metro’s activities, but essentially only lists other transit
stakeholders with no further detail on their participation. Other examples include statewide
architectures such as New Jersey and Kentucky.

”n u

“Other transit providers,” “rural transit providers,” or similar phrases are often used to list
agencies as stakeholders in architectures without calling out individual transit agencies by name.
This makes it difficult to tell which agencies are actually involved and which are not. More often
than not, these grouped stakeholders are not associated with specific technologies or

information flows.

A number of ITS Architectures stood out for their inclusive treatment of transit; these are listed below in

Table 4.

Table 4: "Model" Statewide and Regional ITS Architectures

FTA Region |Architecture Date Area Web Address
Regional ITS Architecture Southeastern MA | http:// Jregionali b
outheastern : .eot. .ma.
Region | for Southeastern March 2005 ttp://www.eot.state.ma.us/regionalitsarchitectu
— Cape Cod re/semass/web/ regionhome.htm
Massachusetts
Vermont Statewide ITS : i
Region | ' July 2008 Vermont http://www.consystec.com/vermont/web/index.
Architecture htm
Buffalo-Niagara Bi-
: National Regional ITS Buffalo, NY/So. |pttp.//www.consystec.com/buffalo/web/files/pro
Region Il . Nov 2005 .
Architecture Ontario, Canada jectdocs/Buffalo-
Niagara%20Architecture%20Document.pdf
South Central Regional : .dot. .pa. i
Region Il - g Sept 2006 Harrisburg, PA http://www.dot.state.pa.us/ITS/sc/document/ind
ITS Architecture ex.htm
West Virginia Statewide : irgini
Region Il -g Nov 2006 West Virginia http://www.consystec.com/westvirginia/web/ re
ITS Architecture gionhome.htm
. Southeast Florida
Southeast Florida ITS (Miami, Port St h florida/dd6 b
iami, Port St. : . . i
Region IV Architecture (FDOT March 2010 . . ttp://www.consystec.com/florida/d46/web/ re
) Lucie, Sebastian, |gionhome.htm
Regions 4 and 6)
Key West)
Atlanta Regional ITS : . i . i
Region IV _ g July 2004 Atlanta, GA http://www.atlantaregional.com/transportation/r
Architecture oads--highways/intelligent-transportation-system
http://www.gomdot.com/Divisions/ITS/Architect
. Mississippi Statewide ITS . ures/Mississippi%20Statewide%20Architecture%2
Region IV . Nov 2008 Mississippi
Architecture 0w%20Appendices%20[MDOT-1TS%20002-01-
001(ver2.1)10-31-08].pdf
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Architecture

FTA Region Date Area Web Address
http://www.gomdot.com/Divisions/ITS/Architect
Central Region ITS 9 ion? 9 i 9
Region IV ! g Nov 2008 Jackson, MS ures/Central%20Region%20ITS%20Architecture%
Architecture 20w%20Appendices%20%5bMDOT-ITS%20002-
01-003(ver1.1)11-3-08%5d.pdf
http://www.gomdot.com/Divisions/ITS/Architect
. Gulf Region ITS Gulfport, Biloxi, ures/Gulf%20Region%20ITS%20Architecture%20
Region IV . March 2007
Architecture Pascagoula, MS w%20Appendices%20%5BMDOT-1TS%20002-01-
002(ver1.0)4-4-07%5D.pdf
lllinois Statewide ITS
Region V Architecture and ITS August 2005 |lllinois http://www.dot.il.gov/ilits/documents.html
Strategic Plan
Northeastern lllinois : . . i illinois-final-
Region V ! ' March 2008 |Chicago, IL http://www.catsmpo.com/itsarc/illinois-final
Regional ITS Architecture arch/neil/neilintro.htm
North Region ITS htto:// i Jmdot/0.1607.7-151
Region V Architecture (Michigan [Jan 2008 Traverse City, Ml tp:/fwwew.michigan.gov/maot/0, LS
9615 44489-211021--,00.html
DOT)
New Mexico Statewide : . . i
Region VI - March 2007 | New Mexico http://www.consystec.com/nm/web/ regionhom
ITS Architecture e.htm
lowa Statewide ITS http://www.iatransit.com/updates/files/Draft%2
. [v) -
Region VI Architecture May 2007 lowa Olowa%20State
wide%20Architecture files 170/lowa%20Statewi
de%20Architecture%20Report%20-%20Draft.pdf
ITS Architecture for . http://www.cotrip.org/its/whitepapers/architect
. Colorado Springs,
Region VIII Southeastern Colorado |Nov 2006 o ure/regionland2/CDOT ITS%20Reg%20Arch%20f
(CDOT Regions 1 and 2) 0or%20SE.pdf
Southern California
(SCAG) Regional ITS Southern
Architecture & 6 Sub- : .
) California: http://www.scag.ca.gov/its/
Regional ITS
Architectures: Imperial 6 counties —
Region IX County, Inland Empire  June 2008 Imperial, Los http://www.scag.ca.gov/its/LACounty/Document.
(San Bernardino & Angeles, Orange, odf
Riverside), Los Angeles Riverside, San
County, Multi-County Bernardino,
Issue, Orange County, Ventura
Ventura County
Oregon Statewide ITS h ODOT/HWY/ITS/its d
Region X Architecture & Concept |August 2006 |Oregon ttp.//esov.loregon.gov/ [ [TS/its docu
Plan (Oregon DOT) ments.shtm!
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3.3 Issues and Findings

The review of the architectures was further paired with interviews of a sampling of the represented
transit agencies. The remainder of Chapter 3 provides a summary of the issues and findings related to
the concept, use, and limitations of ITS architectures. Chapters 4 and 5 provide further findings and
issues related to the use of the systems engineering process and the adoption and use of ITS standards.

3.3.1 Familiarity not as Widespread as Envisioned

Small transit agencies, certain relevant offices in larger transit agencies, and some communications and
other technology vendors are not aware of the existence or use of the ITS architectures. A few
interviewees from Information Technology offices at large transit agencies commented that they did not
know about the existing Regional ITS Architecture. A representative from an information processing
company felt that the knowledge of the Regional ITS Architecture would help her company create better
systems planning with the numerous transit agencies that they are assisting throughout the country.

Training, federal staff vigilance, and dedicated ITS staff from transit agencies are ways to increase
familiarity with the ITS Architecture. FTA interviewees conceded that it is not always easy for the
federal staff to identify ITS projects that should be included in regional ITS architectures and related
plans. Even today, when “ITS” projects are developed, grantees are still reluctant to describe these
projects as ITS. ITS components are many times embedded within larger, more traditional projects, thus
limiting review of system linkages and reference to the existing Regional ITS Architecture. Transit
agencies have benefited from a knowledgeable single contact for regional coordination with ITS
architecture, ITS projects, and associated planning. In Salt Lake City, the Utah Transit Authority (UTA)
has dedicated a staff member to develop ITS transit projects, coordinate with outside entities, and
ensure consistency with the regional ITS architecture. The individual has been credited with developing
greater communication and coordination within the UTA and with the Utah DOT, who is leading the ITS
effort throughout the State of Utah.

3.3.2 Usefulness at the Project Level

Some interviewees expressed concern that the high-level overviews within the ITS Regional
Architectures are very useful for mid-range and long-term planning (5-10 years) but not as useful for
detailed specific integration or connection requirements for projects under development. One state
transit manager questioned if the ITS architecture is the most efficient way to posit conversations about
how these systems should be integrated and used to share data and information. A representative of
one regional transit provider remarked that there were gaps in the ITS architectures, including missing
market packages; these gaps limit the value of the National ITS Architecture as a resource when
developing a specific project. While the interviewees felt that the existing ITS Architectures met the
requirements of the FTA Policy, a number of respondents mentioned the FTA’s triennial reviews as one
opportunity to push for greater development and detail in the ITS Regional Architectures.

3.3.3 Inclusion of Smaller Transit Agencies

An ongoing item of concern has been the discrepancy between the level of involvement in and
application of ITS architectures by larger transit agencies and small transit agencies. Transit agencies
within larger metropolitan areas likewise utilize the ITS architecture more than their peer agencies in
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smaller metropolitan or rural areas. According to a wide range of interviewees, staff of small transit
agencies still lack knowledge as to how to properly apply the ITS architectures. Thanks to State DOT
Transit Division efforts, many of the smaller and rural public transportation providers are incorporated
by specific name or through inference in the statewide ITS architecture or a regional ITS architecture.
However, the small transit agency staff will need to attain greater knowledge and locate valuable time
to make the best use of the ITS architecture document.

The Wisconsin DOT Transit Division is an example of an agency that is providing its staff time to
coordinate the planning and ITS activities of the smaller-sized transit agencies throughout the state.
While this action increased the involvement of the small transit agencies, the assistance provided by
state DOT staff also greatly reduced the staff time commitments from the smaller agencies who support
ongoing operations. Other state DOT public transportation divisions have organized coordinating
meetings to assist the medium to small-sized transit agencies in overcoming issues related to ITS
architecture development, system integration, deployment, and operations. However, the interviews
revealed that the involvement of these state transit groups ebbs and flows due to time constraints and
the initiation of new ITS activities.

3.3.4 ITS Architecture Use

While a large number of agencies cited involvement in the development of their regional ITS
architecture, their application by agencies can be uneven. Some agency representatives noted that they
point out to the MPO (or other funding approval agency) where, in the “sausage diagram,” their transit
ITS project falls and, thus, the “review” of the architecture becomes a mere formality. These parties
represent some of the most technologically-savvy transit agencies in the country and would like to see
more value obtained from the ITS architectures. A few interviewees expressed concern that if an
architecture was developed more than four years ago, it does not reflect new projects or the resulting
coordination among participating regional agencies. Two interviewees added that architectures need to
be more explicit as to how new and existing (legacy) systems are to be made interoperable. This will
create more realistic ITS architectures that recognize that many agencies do not have the funds to make
wholesale replacement of existing systems.

3.3.5 Use of Proprietary Systems Complicates System Interoperability

Many ITS Architectures do not explicitly call for the use of non-proprietary systems; and, based on
proven results, cost, and effectiveness, agencies purchase proprietary, closed technologies. Transit
representatives, especially in California, were vocal in requesting that the FTA add a condition linked to
the ITS Architecture and ITS procurements that requires purchase of non-proprietary technologies
unless there are no options available. The resulting “open system” would facilitate interoperability,
integration, and scalability among regional agencies and provide greater assurances that systems will
“talk” to one another without the burden of proprietary interfaces. It would also enable standardized
purchases across agencies, which could help leverage scarce funding and create greater competition
within certain transit technology markets. An open system could aid in improving the reliability as
more than one vendor would be capable of responding to needs for enhancements, replacements, or
maintenance. This would also give smaller vendors more opportunity to stay viable within the
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marketplace. At this point in time, a number of agency officials remarked that transit agencies are
hesitant to use smaller vendors because they are perceived as being less reliable.

3.3.6 Transit Influence Will be More Evident as ITS Architectures are Updated

Many interviewees recounted that the early architectures that they were involved with were highway-
based and did not have a heavy transit involvement. It was apparent to many participants involved in
the development of the initial Regional ITS Architecture that transit’s influence was limited in a regional
setting, because the agency was often only one voice in a room with multiple traffic engineers who were
worried about traffic signal coordination and freeway congestion. Transit was the “low man on the
totem pole” when regional priorities were set. Over the last decade, many of the regions have
witnessed a more “inter-modal” philosophy that has increased the transit role and translated into
greater transit reference within the updated ITS architectures.

The regional ITS architecture for many small metropolitan areas will usually just identify the primary
transit agency in the region, but transit is not highlighted as a major ITS player. In these markets, there
are few transit projects that require regional coordination, which accounts for minimal transit influence
in regional processes. Interviewees noted that after a transit agency has developed a basic ITS system
that can be expanded for multiple purposes, greater participation by the transit agency is usually seen,
many times leading to more multimodal ITS projects, which further leads to more benefits from
regional integration.
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4 Transit Agency Use of ITS Standards

4.1 What are ITS Standards?

There are hundreds of standards used across all different types of transportation, such as vehicle safety
standards, road and pavement standards, and rail standards. ITS standards define how ITS systems,
products, and components can interconnect, exchange information, and interact to deliver services
within a transportation network. ITS standards are open-interface standards that establish
communication rules for how ITS devices can perform, how they can connect, and how they can
exchange data in order to interoperate. It is important to note that ITS standards are not design
standards; they do not specify specific products or designs to use. Instead, the use of standards gives
transportation agencies confidence that components from different manufacturers will work together,
without removing the incentive for designers and manufacturers to compete to provide products that
are more efficient or offer more features.

ITS standards are an important element in the integration of advanced technologies and systems. ITS
standards allow both like and different ITS devices and equipment to exchange and interpret data
directly through a common communications interface. This exchange and recognition of data can take
place between devices located within a single system or between devices operating in different systems.
By using standards-based ITS, agencies can join forces to extend the reach and capabilities of their ITS
infrastructure investments. ITS standards specify consistency and compatibility of the interconnections
and interfaces, both hardware and software, within an advanced transportation system.

The use of standards encourages industry growth by minimizing development costs, increasing
compatibility and interoperability, and increasing buyer and seller confidence in products. However, the
use of standards is not mandatory as of this writing. ITS standards are mandated only when they
become officially adopted by the USDOT, and the USDOT has not adopted any ITS standards. The
USDOT encourages the use of applicable ITS standards prior to their official adoption, as appropriate.

(ITS Standards information can be accessed at: http://www.standards.its.dot.gov/learn_WhatAre.asp)

4.2 CurrentITS Standards

The current status and details of any relevant ITS standard can be found at the USDOT’s ITS Standards
Search page (http://www.standards.its.dot.gov/StdsSearch.asp). As of March 2010, 88 ITS standards have
passed all necessary ballots and have been approved by their parent Standards Development

Organization(s) (SDOs). Another eight ITS standards are in some form of development or within the
formal balloting process. The full 96 ITS standards are listed in the Appendix B, with the transit-relevant
standards highlighted. Table 5 on the following page lists transit-relevant standards.
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Table 5: List of Transit-Relevant ITS Standards (March 2010 Z)

SDOs

Standard

Status?

AASHTO / ITE

Traffic Management Data Dictionary (TMDD) and Message Sets for External Traffic
Management Center Communications (MS/ETMCC) ITE TMDD

Published

APTA

Standard for Transit Communications Interface Profiles APTA TCIP-S-001 3.0.0
e APTATCIP 3.0 includes: NTCIP 1400 — TCIP Framework Standard

e APTATCIP 3.0 includes: NTCIP 1401 — TCIP Common Public
Transportation (CPT) Objects

e APTATCIP 3.0 includes: NTCIP 1405 — TCIP Spatial Representation (SP)
Objects

e APTATCIP 3.0 includes: NTCIP 1406 — TCIP On-Board (OB) Objects
e APTATCIP 3.0 includes: NTCIP 1407 — TCIP Control Center (CC) Objects

Published

IEEE

Standard for Traffic Incident Management Message Sets for Use by Emergency
Management Centers IEEE 1512.1-2006

Published

Standard for the Interface Between the Rail Subsystem and the Highway Subsystem at
a Highway Rail Intersection IEEE 1570-2002

Published

SAE

Serial Data Communications Between Microcomputer Systems in Heavy-Duty Vehicle
Applications SAE J1708 (Note: Although still in wide use, SAE J1708 (physical
layer) and SAE J1587(data and application layer) have been replaced by SAE
11939 — Controller Area Network Protocol)

Published

Standard for ATIS Message Sets Delivered Over Reduced Bandwidth Media SAE
J2369

Published

ITS In-Vehicle Message Priority SAE J2395

Published

AASHTO / ITE

Message Sets for External TMC Communication (MS/ETMCC) ITE TM 2.01

Approved

The International Standards Organization Technical Committee on Intelligent Transportation Public
Transport Working Group (ISO TC 204 WG 8) recently identified nine priority areas for international

transit standardization. The high priority standard areas include:

e Transit Communications Interface Profiles (TCIP)

e Passenger Information and Spatial Representation (TCIP)

e Standard Numbering System for Public Transport Systems (SNSPTS)

e PRESTO/Transit Signal Priority

1 Accessed at http://www.standards.its.dot.gov/Status_Published.asp

2 published - Standards that are available for purchase. Approved - Standards that have passed all necessary
ballots and have been approved by a SDO, but not yet published.
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e  Public Transport Vehicle Area Network

e Fare Collection (Fare Media including Proximity Cards and Financial Elements)

e Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Best Practices and Collision Avoidance technologies

e CALM (Communications Air Interface for Long and Medium Range)

e Reference Model Architecture with public transport integrated in service domains

The interviewees discussed two of these items in detail — (1) TCIP and (2) TCIP Passenger Information
with SNSPTS.

Transit Communications Interface Profiles (TCIP): As part of the USDOT’s ITS Standards development
program, TCIP defines “standardized mechanisms for the exchange of information in the form of data
among transit business systems, subsystems, components, and devices. The standardization of these
interfaces is intended to reduce the cost of future procurements of transit computer based systems, and
to facilitate a greater degree of automation and integration of those systems. The standard is composed
of a data dictionary (data definitions and format), message descriptions, and procedures for how to
exchange the messages. TCIP is a modular standard which can be applied incrementally based on
project needs.

TCIP was initiated in 1996, with the nine (9) documents in the standard family first published in 2000.
The current version 3.0.0 was developed and supported by the American Public Transportation
Association (APTA) and was published in June 2006.

As customer expectations grow and business issues become more complex, a critical requirement across
regional organizations will be the exchange of and access to operating and infrastructure information
wherever and whenever needed. TCIP provides a standard approach to exchanging key information
needed by information technology systems deployed by public transport agencies. TCIP also supports
the incorporation of public transport information in an integrated transportation system. TCIP supports
the sharing of planned, actual, and performance information with other modal services and
transportation centers.

Standard Numbering System for Public Transport Systems (SNSPTS): When tourists and business
people travel to different cities (or even different countries), they must learn a new public transport
system, as well as pre-trip and en-route traveler information channels. A standard numbering format
for transit stops provides a fast, easily recognizable method for a diverse set of transit customers to
access information about any transit system. It also provides a specific format for pre-trip and en-route
customer information systems which helps riders acquire, learn, and process information about the
location of public transport access points.

Public transport stop numbers are needed to formalize the exchange among public transport
components, systems, and centers, and between transit management centers and other traffic
information centers, wayside, and mobile devices. Although a numbering format is a simple idea, it
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provides significant opportunities for travelers, as well as information and application service providers
to offer travelers access to information on public transport options.

4.3 Issues and Findings

4.3.1 TCIP Standards Challenges

The interviewees recounted that while the TCIP standards have enabled them to reduce overall
applications costs, there is still a concern that the TCIP standards are too tightly controlled by the
vendors and not as open as they should be to enable full equipment communication and data exchange
without the assistance of outside services or customized equipment. Respondents from the New York
City and San Francisco metropolitan areas noted that agencies and regions have had to create their own
data exchange systems to supplement the TCIP gaps.

4.3.2 General Transit Feed Specification

A number of respondents discussed the application of General Transit Feed Specifications (GTFS)> a
common format for transit data that is now used by over 120 transit agencies in the United States and
includes over 440 metropolitan areas in 35 countries throughout the world. Many of the agency
representatives said that the common data format of GTFS with a Creative Commons license has led to
greater data consistency and could actually help bring about international SNSPTS public transport
naming standards. Interviewees in the San Francisco, Dallas, Austin, New York City, and Pittsburgh
Metropolitan Areas requested that the FTA should show leadership by supporting the process to move
the GTFS format to a formal national and international standard, along with linking the GTFS venture to
the SNSPTS efforts and helping to fill any gaps that may still be present with TCIP. However, a few
respondents noted an opportunity to define, at a national level, the minimum acceptable transit data
content which would greatly enhance data sharing among agencies.

4.3.3 Proprietary Transit Systems

The participants voiced concern over the use of proprietary equipment or systems. Many transit ITS
applications still do not incorporate transit ITS standards. Two applications that respondents are
particularly interested in having TCIP manufactured into are Automated Passenger Counters (APC) and
Dispatching and Scheduling Systems. Additionally, respondents also noted that there are still not
enough ITS-related “plug-and-play” hardware devices and software interoperability for transit
applications.

4.3.4 Standards Knowledge Has Improved

On the positive front, the majority of the respondents, many from very large transit agencies, say that
their staff are much more knowledgeable of transit standards than they were in 2005. While
consultants are still accustomed to ensuring that the correct standards are being applied and
incorporated into the equipment or system specifications, there is much greater standards information
available and accessible to transit staffs since 2005. This has helped immensely in the planning process
that includes moving applications and functions from the ITS architectures to actual products that

3 Formerly the Google Transit Feed Specification.
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require standards. One concern that has increased is the difficulty of trying to link the multiple personal
and mobile technologies and understanding which standards to apply with these proliferating
technologies.

4.4 2010 Review: Inclusion of Standards in ITS Architectures

A passage from the Boston Metropolitan ITS Architecture, published in 2005, is representative of the
standards inclusion from the majority of Regional and Statewide ITS Architectures developed prior to
2007:

“The Regional ITS Architecture, therefore, does not recommend a specific
standard for each interface. Because standards continue to evolve and have not
yet been adopted, it would be premature for the architecture to dictate what
standards to use when an initiative is only in the conceptual stage. Instead, the
architecture presents the standards that are relevant for each architecture flow,
with the expectation that they will be considered in the project design.”

More standards are now being included in the updates of the Regional ITS Architectures; however, very
rarely do they specifically link the standards to a specific function, application, mode, or agency.
Although more standards are now cited, standards discussions remain very general within almost all ITS
Architectures.
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5 Transit Agency Application of the Systems Engineering Process

5.1 Whatis Systems Engineering?

Systems Engineering is an interdisciplinary approach and means to enable the realization of successful
systems. It focuses on defining customer needs and required functionality early in the development
cycle, documenting requirements, and then proceeding with design synthesis and system validation
while considering the complete problem:

1. Operations

2. Cost & Schedule

3. Performance

4. Training & Support
5. Test

6. Manufacturing

7. Disposal

Systems engineering integrates all the disciplines and specialty groups into a team effort forming a
structured development process that proceeds from concept to production to operation. Systems
Engineering considers both the business and the technical needs of all customers with the goal of
providing a quality product that meets the user needs (from the International Council of Systems
Engineers —INCOSE; http://www.incose.org/; also see FHWA Systems Engineering website

at http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/cadiv/segb/whatis/index.htm).

Stated in more concise terms, systems engineering is an interdisciplinary approach and means to enable
the realization of successful systems. Systems engineering requires a broad knowledge, a mindset that
keeps the big picture in mind, a facilitator, and a skilled conductor of a team.” (from Systems
Engineering for Intelligent Transportation Systems: An Introduction for Transportation Professionals,
FHWA, January 2007; http://www.ops.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/seitsguide/seguide.pdf).

5.2 ITS Systems Engineering Requirements

A Systems Engineering Analysis for an ITS project is required under the Project Implementation portion
of the FTA National ITS Policy on Transit Projects. The FTA ITS Policy allows the project sponsor to use a
systems engineering approach tailored to fit the needs of each ITS project. The FTA Regional Offices and
FHWA Division Offices determine how the systems engineering analysis requirements should be applied
to ITS projects in each region (or state) and how compliance should be demonstrated by each project
sponsor. Federal oversight is provided based on oversight requirements defined in the stewardship
agreements with each state. Several states have established checklists that prompt project sponsors to
consider the systems engineering analysis requirements as part of the project development process.
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The FTA ITS Policy specifies seven requirements that the systems engineering analysis must include, at a
minimum. However, in theory, the systems engineering approach is actually broader than these specific
requirements identified. A good systems engineering process will meet or exceed the specific systems
engineering analysis requirements identified. At minimum, the systems engineering analysis should:

1. Identify the portion of the regional architecture being implemented. How does the project fit
into the regional ITS architecture? (Another larger part of the Rule/Policy defines the
requirements for a regional ITS architecture.)

N

Define roles and responsibilities of participating agencies.

w

Define system requirements.

4. Analyze alternative systems and technologies.

g

Analyze financing and procurement options.
6. ldentify applicable ITS standards and testing procedures.

7. Define procedures and resources needed for operations, management, and maintenance of
system.

5.3 Issues and Findings

5.3.1 Applying the Systems Engineering Process Adds Time and Costs

Transit representatives from the New York City and San Francisco metropolitan areas noted that their
experience has been that the systems engineering process adds time and cost to the upfront planning
aspects of a project, but evidence from their other documented projects suggests that when project
requirements, stakeholders, risks, etc. are identified from the beginning, overall project costs are lower
and the ultimate project outcome is better. In California, they have seen systems engineering adding as
much as 15% increase in project costs but proving to be invaluable in righting the wrong direction of a
project. The paperwork, document control, and managing the project check-ins from the various
stakeholders contribute greatly to the added costs.

5.3.2 The Systems Engineering Process is primarily Applied to Large Projects

Interviewees representing some of the largest transit agencies in the United States commented that the
systems engineering approach is particularly valuable in the development and operation of advanced
technology projects associated with high costs and considerable risks. An integrated approach to
project management is necessary to ensure that quality design and interoperability occur with complex
systems, but most of the transit ITS projects do not warrant a full-scale systems engineering evaluation.
One such example is the implementation of the Mobility Services for All Americans (MSAA) research.
Eight sites, some rural and some urban, participated in developing their own concept of how MSAA
might work in their area using the systems engineering approach. 4 As more projects such as MSAA are
conducted in the public realm, the systems engineering process is gaining greater acceptance.

4 More information can be found at: http://www.its.dot.gov/msaa/index.htm.
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5.3.3 Most Transit Agencies Apply Systems Engineering Processes Developed by Their
Highway Counterparts
Almost all of the transit and transportation interviewees remarked that when transit agencies do apply a
systems engineering process, it is usually some adaptation of the process developed and used by the
State DOT. All of these state processes include the seven FTA Policy Systems Engineering Analysis
requirements but usually add a few additional review items. For example, ITS Projects in California are
required to complete Caltrans’s Systems Engineering Review Form (SERF)?; in Florida, the Florida DOT’s
SunGuide ITS Checklist (SIC)¢; and in Virginia, ITS projects receiving federal funds are to have Virginia
DOT’s Systems Engineering and Architecture Compliance Checklist completed.

5.3.4 Transit Agencies Initially Need Consultants to Apply the Systems Engineering Process
The overall consensus of the interviewees is that applying a full systems engineering process to one or
multiple transit ITS projects is probably too difficult and time-consuming for transit staff to do alone.
Because systems engineering is currently being applied only to the most extensive and complex ITS
projects, expert third party consultants need to be involved, at least during the first few applications by
a transit agency. Thereafter, the transit staff will be more knowledgeable and capable of applying the
process. In addition, the state DOTs have been finding that they are now able to tailor training on both
ITS Architectures and Systems Engineering specifically to transit agencies, which improves transit
involvement with regional ITS activities.

5.4 2010 Review: Inclusion of Systems Engineering Within ITS Architectures
A representative from MTA New York City Transit summed up the current status by stating “for many
transit agencies, a Systems Engineering approach is the exception, not the rule.” Systems engineering is
less frequently identified in the ITS architectures than are ITS standards. When mentioned, it is usually
in a statement similar to “all applicable ITS projects will be developed following a systems engineering
process.” The Systems Engineering process is rarely elaborated or detailed within the ITS Architecture,
but more recent ITS Architectures now cite relevant System Engineering processes (such as the
California, Florida, and Virginia checklists or forms noted above).

Both the Kansas City Regional ITS Architecture and the Grand Rapids Regional ITS Architectures (both
updated in 2008) provide a project sequencing process that does cover the seven FTA requirements, but
the process is not called systems engineering. A great number of transit ITS projects follow many of the
seven systems engineering requirements, but very few follow a formalized systematic approach. The
Grand Rapids’ Interurban Transit Partnership (commonly known as The Rapid) has been one of the first
transit agencies to follow a formal systems engineering approach for its phased ITS new deployment and
integration project. Another is Caltrans, which used systems engineering for Phase Il of its Efficient
Deployment of Advanced Public Transportation Systems (EDAPTS) Research Project.

> Located at: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/LocalPrograms/ITS/p071.pdf.
6 Located at: http://floridaits.com/SEMP/Index.htm and http://floridaits.com/SEMP/Files/PDF_Report/ApxA-
SIC.pdf.
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6 FTA Roles and Related Activities

The interviewees identified a number of critical roles that the FTA staff do and can continue to perform

to aid in maintaining and increasing transit’s involvement in, development of, and application of ITS

architectures, standards, and systems engineering processes. Based on input received, FTA’s primary

roles are viewed by agencies as: guide, facilitator, trainer, and coordinator. Table 6 identifies the types

of activities associated with these roles and identifies any current activities or notes when the activity is
proposed or new.

Table 6: Roles and Activities that increase Transit Involvement with and use of ITS Architectures,
Standards, and Systems Engineering

Role Topic Activity Activity Status
Providing guidance to the grantees as to which Current activity — FTA
Guide Standards standards are relevant and providing regular updates | issues a bi-annual
on activities to produce new or modified standards. standards newsletter
Proactive assistance by FTA Regional Office ITS
Specialists to help public transportation providers
Guide FTA Policy . P . . PP . P . P New activity
identify their appropriate state or regional ITS
architectures.
Providing guidance on developing contracts for
Guide Contracts various technologies; guidance would ideally identify | New activity
the most effective and proven contracting language.
Identifying how to overcome data ownership issues
Guide Data and enable third party data usage of data provided New activity
by various transit technologies.
Federal facilitation of regional discussions with small | Current activity —
small metro/micro transit agencies might share or link to Modification needed by
Facilitator Metros regional systems, communications, and data. There Regional ITS Specialists
is value in utilizing the architecture to document to stress the value of ITS
these regional, multi-agency links. Architecture.
Current activity — FTA is
Federal facilitation is needed to ensure open : :
Facilitator Standards standards and offset pressure from large established involved in standards
P 8 processes, but more as a
vendors. non-voting observer.
Current activity — FTA is
. Promote national standards for static and real-time . . y .
Facilitator Standards transit information involved in international
' SNSPTS effort.
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Role Topic Activity Activity Status
Create transit technology incubators to develop
Facilitator Standards products with open standards and products of open New activity.
architectures, especially open data standards.
Develop RFP and fund multi-agency common systems
- Technical that are highlighted in a regional ITS architecture to .
Facilitator L . . . New activity.
Applications | demonstrate multi-agency benefits of interoperable
systems with transit applications.
Technical Create FTA “cookbook” of existing transit ITS-
Facilitator L applicable software and hardware configurations New activity.
Applications . .
(provide as an on-line resource).
Current activity — FTA
Small Continue FTA-sponsored ITS architecture, standards, | may wish to concentrate
Trainer metros and systems engineering training and work to reach a | training for transit
wider audience. agencies in smaller
metropolitan areas.
Current activity — FTA
may wish to update
NTI’s ITS standards
Trainer Standards Simplify and expand standards training. training and structure
contents for various
technical knowledge
levels.
Establish a code-sharing clearinghouse between
Coordinator | Data transit systems (non-prc?prietary, transit-developed New activity.
code only) to ease data integration efforts among
agencies.
Current activity — link
Continue guidance on how to position ITS projects existing regional
within the regional planning process (leveraging ITS planning training with
. . architecture details) to benefit from various ITS supporting information
Coordinator | Funding

funding sources and provide more targeted
information as to how to better coordinate with FTA
grants managers to speed approval of ITS projects.

on value of ITS
Architecture / provide
greater ITS outreach to
FTA grants staff.
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7 Summary and Recommendations

7.1 Summary of Findings

The 2010 ITS Architecture review revealed much improvement in the involvement of individual transit
agencies in the ITS architecture processes and an increased understanding by the transit industry as a
whole of the value of an ITS architecture, application of appropriate standards, and development of and
following a systems engineering process.

7.1.1 Transit Agency Involvement in ITS Architectures

An ITS Architecture is a specific, tailored framework for ensuring institutional agreement and technical
integration for the implementation of ITS projects or groups of projects in a particular geographic area, a
designated region, a mode, or an agency. An ITS Architecture functionally defines:

1. The functions required for ITS technologies to perform,
2. The physical entities or subsystems where these functions reside, and
3. The information flows and data flows that integrate these subsystems.

The ITS Architecture review of 92 statewide or regional ITS architectures revealed that the largest transit
agencies in a region are generally integrated into the architectures, while smaller agencies and on-

n u

demand services are integrated sporadically. “Other transit providers,” “rural transit providers,” or
similar phrases are often used to list agencies as stakeholders in architectures without calling out
individual transit agencies by name. This makes it difficult to tell which agencies are actually involved
and which are not. More often than not, these grouped stakeholders are not associated with specific
technologies or information flows. Six specific findings arose from the documents reviews and

interviews with the transit and transportation representatives.

Require Open Technologies - Many ITS Architecture implementations do not explicitly call for the
use of non-proprietary system technologies, so agencies purchase proprietary, closed technologies.
Requiring open technologies would enable standardized purchases across agencies and ensure that
these systems could “talk” to one another.

Familiarity with ITS Architectures is not as widespread as envisioned - Small transit agencies,
certain relevant offices in larger transit agencies, and some communications and other technology
vendors are not aware of the existence or use of the ITS architectures. Training, federal staff
vigilance, and dedicated ITS staff from transit agencies are ways to increase familiarity with the ITS
Architecture.

Many ITS Architectures are too High-Level to be useful at the Project Level - The high-level
overviews within the ITS Regional Architectures are very useful for mid-range and long-term
planning (5-10 years) but not as useful to detail specific integration or connection requirements for
projects under development.
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Limitations by Small Transit Agencies - An ongoing item of concern has been the discrepancy
between the level of involvement in and application of ITS architectures by larger transit agencies
and small transit agencies. Staff of small transit agencies still lack knowledge as to how to properly
apply the ITS architectures.

Enforcement of ITS Architecture Requirements - The true application of the regional ITS
architecture by a transit agency can be sketchy and the “review” of the architecture within the grant
documentation is, at times, a mere formality with the funding approval agency.

Transit Influence will be more evident as ITS Architectures are Updated - Over the last decade,

III

many of the regions have witnessed a more “inter-modal” philosophy that has increased the transit

role and translated into greater transit reference within the updated ITS architectures.

7.1.2 Use of ITS Standards

As of March 2010, there are 96 ITS standards that have passed all necessary ballots and have been
approved by their parent SDOs, are in some form of development, or are going through the formal
balloting process. In addition, the International Standards Organization Technical Committee on
Intelligent Transportation Public Transport Working Group (ISO TC 204 WG 8) has identified nine priority
areas for international transit standardization, including Transit Communications Interface Profiles
(TCIP), Passenger Information and Spatial Representation (TCIP component), and Standard Numbering
System for Public Transport Systems (SNSPTS).

The ITS Architecture review revealed that although more standards are now cited, standards discussions
remain very general within almost all ITS architectures. Four specific findings arose from the document
reviews and interviews with the transit and transportation representatives.

TCIP Standards Interoperability - There appears to be an industry concern that the TCIP standards
are too tightly controlled by the vendors and are not as open as necessary to enable full equipment
communication and data exchange without the assistance of outside services or customized
equipment. Further, agencies noted a need for more oversight to ensure that vendors are
appropriately implementing standards.

The General Transit Feed Specifications (GTFS) is in use in many agencies - Many transit agency
representatives said that the common data format of GTFS has led to greater data consistency and
could assist with the international SNSPTS public transport naming standards.

Continued Use of Proprietary Transit Standards - Concern was voiced over the ongoing
development of closed standards linked to proprietary equipment or systems.

Standards Knowledge has Improved - The majority of the respondents stated that their transit
agency staffs are much more knowledgeable of the transit standards than in 2005.

7.1.3 Systems Engineering
A Systems Engineering Analysis for an ITS project is required under the Project Implementation portion
of the FTA National ITS Policy on Transit Projects. The FTA ITS Policy allows each project sponsor to use
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a systems engineering approach that is tailored to fit the needs of each ITS project. A good systems
engineering process will meet or exceed the specific systems engineering analysis requirements
identified. At minimum, the Systems Engineering Analysis should:

1. Identify the portion of the regional architecture being implemented.

2. Define roles and responsibilities of participating agencies.

3. Define system requirements.

4. Analyze alternative systems and technologies.

5. Analyze financing and procurement options.

6. Identify applicable ITS standards and testing procedures.

7. Define system operations, management, and maintenance procedures and resources.

The ITS Architecture review revealed that for many transit agencies, a systems engineering approach is
the exception, not the rule. Systems engineering is identified less frequently than ITS standards.
However, more recent ITS Architectures now cite relevant systems engineering processes. Four specific
findings arose from the documents reviews and interviews with the transit and transportation
representatives.

Applying Systems Engineering Process Adds Time and Costs in Initial Stages but Results in More
Successful Outcomes — It was reported that this process adds time and cost to the upfront planning
aspects of a project, but documented evidence from projects suggests that when project
requirements, stakeholders, risks, etc., are identified from the beginning, overall project costs are
lower, and the ultimate project outcomes are better.

Systems Engineering Process are Primarily Applied to Large Projects - The systems engineering

approach is particularly valuable in the development and operation of advanced technology projects

associated with high costs and considerable risks, but most of the transit ITS projects do not warrant

a full-scale systems engineering evaluation.

Most Transit Agencies Apply Systems Engineering Process Developed by Their Highway
Counterparts - Almost all systems engineering processes utilized by transit are an adaptation of the
processes developed and used by the state DOT, which include, at a minimum, the seven FTA Policy
Systems Engineering Analysis requirements.

Transit Agencies Initially Need Consultants to Apply Systems Engineering Process - Because
systems engineering is currently being applied only to the most extensive and complex ITS projects,
expert third party consultants need to be involved, at least during the first few applications by a
transit industry.
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7.2 Comparison of 2005 and 2010 ITS Architecture Reviews

Over the past five years, there have been great strides taken in getting transit involved in and utilizing
the ITS architectures, understanding and applying appropriate ITS standards, and developing and
following systems engineering processes. Nationwide, most of the initial ITS architectures have now
been developed and these documents are now moving into the second and third generation. Transit
appears to be more involved and included with each subsequent version of a regional ITS architecture.
Just as in 2005, larger agencies had better success referring to the National ITS Architecture and use of
systems engineering approaches, but the number of transit agencies attempting to comply with the FTA
policy has increased significantly.

A comparison of the two reviews identifies remaining outstanding issues that were first highlighted in
2005. The FTA has made efforts over the past half-decade to reduce the impact of these issues. The
continuing ITS architecture and related issues are:

1. Need for further Architecture development training.

2. Need for further Systems engineering training.

3. Assistance with Standards identification and application.
4. Assistance with contracting and procurement packaging.
5. Assistance with systems integration and data sharing.

6. Assistance with project tracking and reporting.

7. Funding shortfall accommodations.

7.3 Recommendations to Improve Transit’s Involvement, Development, and
Application of ITS Architecture, Standards, and Systems Engineering

The transportation professionals interviewed said that the FTA should guide, facilitate, train, and
coordinate when dealing with ITS architecture, standards, and systems engineering. Based on these
inputs, the findings from this 2010 transit ITS architecture review were provided to FTA staff and proved
instrumental in developing a number of the activities included in the FTA’s ITS Research Plan — 2010-
2014. Fifteen relevant ITS architecture, ITS standards, or systems engineering projects were proposed
within seven topic areas”. A full description of these proposed projects as they appear in the FTA’s ITS
Research Plan — 2010-2014 are located in Appendix C.

7 The seven topic areas are: 1.) TCIP Validation and Adoption through Competitive Grants to Agencies and
Vendors (3 proposed projects); 2.) Inform Transit Investments Decisions in “Open Architecture” versus “Open
Source” versus “Open Data” Approaches to Developing ITS Systems (3 proposed projects); 3.) System Enterprise
Architecture (SEA) Benefits Analysis, Modeling and Pilot Program (3 proposed projects); 4.) Create Systems
Engineering Guidelines for Transit in Support of Successful ITS Deployment; 5.) Provide Targeted Training for
National ITS Architecture Compliance (including Transit ITS Standards and Systems Engineering Use); 6.) Develop
and Maintain Transit ITS Standards; and 7.) Integrated Multi-Modal Payment Systems Feasibility Analysis,
Development, and Testing and Demonstration (3 proposed projects).
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In addition, two further projects were identified as a result of this 2010 Transit ITS Architecture Review:
(1) Creation of FTA Region ITS Architecture Packets and (2) Transit Involvement in ITS Architecture Bi-
Annual Update. The first project calls for the development of FTA Region ITS Architecture Packets listing
all public transportation providers and their respective Regional (or Statewide) ITS Architecture. The
second proposes an inexpensive sustainable program to provide for an ongoing review of the transit
involvement in ITS Architectures. Further detail is included below.

7.3.1 Project Proposal: FTA Region ITS Architecture Packets

After a review of state, regional, and transit ITS architectures in the United States that could be
identified and located and surveying a number of transit representatives from “technologically-savvy”
transit agencies, it can be said that most transit agencies are included within their appropriate Regional
or Statewide ITS Architecture. However, many of these same agency representatives admit that their
agencies do not typically reference the ITS Architectures when planning, designing, or deploying transit
technologies.

Federal and non-Federal interviewees indicated that one reason the ITS Architectures are not
referenced more is that FTA grant managers seldom advocate for or verify the existence of this ITS
project requirement. One possible reason offered was that the FTA Regional Offices have a difficult time
recalling which ITS Architecture corresponds to the grantee.

In addition, as a result of the Mobility Services for All Americans/United We Ride (MSAA/UWR) initiative,
coordination among small public transportation providers has increased. A catalyst for much of the
coordination has been the application of transit technologies. Technologies applied to brokerage
services and other coordination and operation functions of small and rural agencies include vehicle
location technologies, enhanced communication systems, computer-aided dispatch and scheduling
systems, data management systems, and electronic fare payment systems. As the MSAA program
advances and smaller agencies become more regionally-relevant and involved, these agencies would
benefit in being a part of the stakeholder groups included within the ITS Architectures.

The reference tables and maps presented in the Appendices have been compiled to aid the FTA Regional
staffs to better identify the full range of public transportation providers that exist within their states,
understand in what metropolitan area(s) each of the public transportation providers operate, and link
which ITS Architecture corresponds to a metropolitan area. The information provided is based on the
best and most up-to-date information provided by the FTA’s National Transit Database, APTA,
Community Transportation Association of America, state transit organizations, the ITS Joint Program
Office and numerous agency websites. It is hoped that this data set can be maintained and further
updated with additional input from the FTA field staff and become an integral part of an on-going
Transit ITS Architecture and ITS Deployment review program.

7.3.2 Project Proposal: Transit Involvement in ITS Architecture Bi-Annual Update
Beginning in FY2012, it is recommended that the FTA conduct a bi-annual review of 25 statewide or
regional ITS architectures (2 per FTA Region and another random five documents). As this assessment
found that the newer architectures tend to more fully integrate transit, the review should concentrate
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on the oldest existing ITS architectures, especially those developed before 2005. The review should
incorporated an examination of both specific technologies as well as the level of transit involvement in
the ITS Architecture process, standards applications, and the use of a systems engineering process. A
brief report of agency-specific and general findings would be shared with each of the FTA Regional
Offices and reviewed with the appropriate transit agency grantees and metropolitan area
representatives during the triennial reviews. The review will be developed from document assessments
and interviews with corresponding transportation representatives, if the budget allows). Each bi-annual
update activity should be able to be completed within three months with a budget not to exceed
$20,000 every two years.

7.3.3 Continue and Expand Existing Federal Resources

Finally, there are a number of existing federal programs that have been instrumental in raising ITS
knowledge, linking public transportation agencies to the regional ITS planning, funding, and deployment
processes, and attaining greater efficiencies through the use of agency and regional transportation
technologies and systems. Participants in this study identified programs and strategies at the federal
level that have proven successful in increasing and assisting transit agency involvement in the regional
or metropolitan transportation planning process, the regional ITS architecture development, and ITS
deployments. These should continue; and, as recommended, be modified, if necessary, to reach new
and wider audiences and target specific agency needs. As noted in Section 3.3.1, there are still gaps in
awareness regarding ITS architectures, which these resources can work to address.

Existing Federal Programs

e Professional Capacity Building (PCB) — In collaboration with the ITS PCB program, a program
focused on workforce development, the National Transit Institute (NTI) provides the majority of
training courses that are targeted to increasing the knowledge and abilities of transit personnel
in the area of ITS. The ITS PCB Program is the source of the ITS Architecture, Standards, and
Systems Engineering training and works with NTI to ensure that transit personnel receive this
critical training.

e Transportation Planning Capacity Building (TPCB) — The TPCB is a collaborative program that
serves as a centralized, comprehensive source of information to help those parties with an
interest in metropolitan transportation planning. The FTA partners with the FHWA to address
training and peer exchange needs of metropolitan and transit planners.

Existing Federal Strategies

e Case Studies and Best Practice Reports — These reports provide the broadest and simplest
method to reach a wide range of agencies to identify exemplary performances by peer agencies.

e Peer-To-Peer Program (Peer Exchange Networks) - The Intelligent Transportation Peer-to-Peer
Program (www.its.dot.gov/peer/peer.htm) is an FHWA, FTA, and Federal Motor Carrier Safety
Administration (FMCSA) Technical Assistance Program that provides public sector transportation
stakeholders with a convenient method to receive short-term assistance.
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e Scanning Tours and Hands-On Education - Also known as exploration trips or scanning reviews,
federal field staffs remarked that these activities have proven the best use of the federal funds
for educational and awareness-building purposes.

e Technical Support — Support needs to be targeted to ensure specific technologies are mapped in
the ITS Architectures

e Triennial Planning Certification Reviews — The FTA staff uses the FHWA / FTA Triennial Planning
Certification Reviews as opportunities to stress to the MPOs that transit needs to be a more
involved player in the regional planning processes, including ITS architecture and ITS
deployments.

7.4 Conclusion

The FTA and transit industry stakeholders recognize a need to prioritize progress over the next five years
(through 2014) to reach the goal of connected and integrated transit systems — both intra-transit and
between transit and other modes. Inclusion of most transit agencies within a regional or Statewide
architecture is an important, foundational step.

Over the next five years, based on the FTA’s plans to invest heavily in open architecture concepts and
standards, much progress can be made in achieving connected and integrated systems. If such
investments are realized by 2014, the expected outcomes are likely to include:

e Greater participation/adherence to the Policy: The current estimate is that approximately 75
percent of large transit agencies (50 or more vehicles) participate in Regional or Statewide
architecture. With further investment, up to 95 percent of large transit agencies could be
actively engaged in these architectures and the maintenance and upkeep. Additionally, only
approximately 10 percent of small transit and specialized transportation providers (fewer than
50 vehicles) are included in Statewide or regional architectures. A focused investment could see
up to 50 percent of small transit agencies leading to greater leveraging of local resources and
more quality data in support of mobility management.

e Greater connectivity — Transit agencies in major metropolitan areas are already connected
with their highway/road traffic management center counterparts. In these areas, transit
schedules and on-time performance data are currently provided through 511 and traffic
management center information outlets. However, with further attention to ensuring transit
participation in regional and Statewide architectures with use of ITS standards, agencies would
experience greater connectivity and data exchange than is available now.

e Transition to fully integrated and connected agencies — Agencies, particularly, those outside of
the major metropolitan areas, need “transitional guidance” on how to be fully integrated and
connected agency. Investment in technical guidance will also increase use of the systems
engineering process, which has and will continue to raise the level of successful, cost-effective,
and timely transit ITS deployments.
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Appendix A: Intelligent Transportation Systems Standards (March 2010)
Note: Standards development statuses are as of March 2, 2010 and were accessed

at http://www.standards.its.dot.gov/Status Published.asp. The current status and details of any relevant ITS
standard can be checked at the USDOT’s ITS Standards Search page
(http://www.standards.its.dot.gov/StdsSearch.asp).

Table 7: Published Standards — 88 Standards that are available for purchase.

Traffic Management Data Dictionary (TMDD) and Message Sets for External Traffic v
Management Center Communications (MS/ETMCC) — ITE TMDD

AASHTO /

TMDD & MS/ETMCC Guide Standard for Functional Level Traffic Management Data
Dictionary (TMDD) and Message Sets for External Traffic Management Center
Communications ITE TMDD Guide

ITE

Simple Transportation Management Framework (STMF) — NTCIP 1101

Octet Encoding Rules (OER) Base Protocol — NTCIP 1102

Transportation Management Protocols (TMP) — NTCIP 1103

Center-to-Center Naming Convention Specification — NTCIP 1104

Global Object Definitions — NTCIP 1201

Object Definitions for Actuated Traffic Signal Controller (ASC) Units NTCIP — 1202

AASHTO / Object Definitions for Dynamic Message Signs (DMS) — NTCIP 1203

ITE/

Object Definitions for Environmental Sensor Stations (ESS) — NTCIP 1204

NEMA Object Definitions for Closed Circuit Television (CCTV) Camera Control — NTCIP 1205

Object Definitions for Data Collection and Monitoring (DCM) Devices — NTCIP 1206

Object Definitions for Ramp Meter Control (RMC) Units — NTCIP 1207

Object Definitions for Closed Circuit Television (CCTV) Switching — NTCIP 1208

Data Element Definitions for Transportation Sensor Systems (TSS) — NTCIP 1209

Object Definitions for Signal Control and Prioritization (SCP) — NTCIP 1211

Class B Profile — NTCIP 2001
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Point to Multi-Point Protocol Using RS-232 Subnetwork Profile — NTCIP 2101

Point to Multi-Point Protocol Using FSK Modem Subnetwork Profile — NTCIP 2102

Point-to-Point Protocol Over RS-232 Subnetwork Profile — NTCIP 2103

Ethernet Subnetwork Profile — NTCIP 2104

Transportation Transport Profile — NTCIP 2201

Internet (TCP/IP and UDP/IP) Transport Profile — NTCIP 2202

Simple Transportation Management Framework (STMF) Application Profile — NTCIP 2301

Trivial File Transfer Protocol (TFTP) Application Profile — NTCIP 2302

File Transfer Protocol (FTP) Application Profile — NTCIP 2303

Application Profile for DATEX-ASN (AP-DATEX) — NTCIP 2304

Application Profile for XML Message Encoding and Transport in ITS Center-to-Center
Communications (C2C XML) — NTCIP 2306

Profile Framework — NTCIP 8003

Structure and Identification of Management Information — NTCIP 8004

Testing and Conformity Assessment Documentation within NTCIP Standards
Publications — NTCIP 8007

NTCIP Guide — NTCIP 9001

XML in ITS Center-to-Center Communications — NTCIP 9010

Testing Guide for Users — NTCIP 9012

Commercial Vehicle Safety Reports — ANSI TS284

ANSI Commercial Vehicle Safety and Credentials Information Exchange — ANSI TS285

Commercial Vehicle Credentials — ANSI TS286
APTA Standard for Transit Communications Interface Profiles — APTA TCIP-S-001 3.0.0 v
ASTM Standard Specification for Dedicated Short Range Communication (DSRC) Physical Layer

using Microwave in the 902-928 MHz Band — ASTM E2158-01
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Standard Specification for Telecommunications and Information Exchange Between
Roadside and Vehicle Systems - 5 GHz Band Dedicated Short Range Communications
(DSRC) Medium Access Control (MAC) and Physical Layer (PHY) Specifications — ASTM
E2213-03

Standard Guide for Archiving and Retrieving ITS-Generated Data — ASTM E2259-03

Standard Practice for Metadata to Support Archived Data Management Systems — ASTM
E2468-05

Standard Specifications for Archiving ITS-Generated Traffic Monitoring Data — ASTM
E2665-08

Data Radio Channel (DARC) System — EIA 794
EIA

Subcarrier Traffic Information Channel (STIC) System — EIA 795

Standard for Message Sets for Vehicle/Roadside Communications — |EEE 1455-1999

Standard for Common Incident Management Message Sets for use by Emergency
Management Centers — |EEE 1512 -2006

Standard for Traffic Incident Management Message Sets for Use by Emergency v
Management Centers — IEEE 1512.1-2006

Standard for Public Safety Traffic Incident Management Message Sets for Use by
Emergency Management Centers — IEEE 1512.2-2004

Standard for Hazardous Material Incident Management Message Sets for Use by
Emergency Management Centers — IEEE 1512.3-2006

Standard for the Interface Between the Rail Subsystem and the Highway Subsystem at a v
IEEE Highway Rail Intersection — IEEE 1570-2002

Standard for Wireless Access in Vehicular Environments (WAVE) - Resource Manager —
IEEE 1609.1-2006

Standard for Wireless Access in Vehicular Environments (WAVE) - Security Services for
Applications and Management Messages — |EEE 1609.2-2006

Standard for Wireless Access in Vehicular Environments (WAVE) - Networking Services —
IEEE 1609.3

Standard for Wireless Access in Vehicular Environments (WAVE) - Multi-Channel
Operation — IEEE 1609.4-2006

The Survey and Analysis of Existing Standards and those Under Development Applicable to
the Needs of the Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) Short Range and Wide Area
Wireless and Wireline Technologies — IEEE SH94633-SH94638

Application Programming Interface (API) Standard for the Advanced Transportation

NEMA / Controller (ATC) — ITE ATC API

AASHTO /

Advanced Transportation Controller (ATC) — ITE ATC Controller 5.2
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ITS Standard Specification for Roadside Cabinets — ITE ITS Cabinet

SAE

Truth-in-Labeling Standard for Navigation Map Databases — SAE J1663

Serial Data Communications Between Microcomputer Systems in Heavy-Duty Vehicle
Applications — SAE J1708

(Note: Although still in wide use, SAE J1708 (physical layer) and SAE J1587(data and
application layer) have been replaced by SAE J1939 — Controller Area Network Protocol)

ISP-Vehicle Location Referencing Standard — SAE J1746

Standard Metrology for Vehicular Displays — SAE J1757

ITS Data Bus Data Security Services — SAE J1760

Location Referencing Message Specification (LRMS) — SAE J2266

On-Board Land Vehicle Mayday Reporting Interface — SAE J2313

Mayday Industry Survey Information Report — SAE J2352

Message Set for Advanced Traveler Information System (ATIS) — SAE J2354

ITS Data Bus Architecture Reference Model Information Report — SAE J2355

Calculation of the Time to Complete In-Vehicle Navigation and Route Guidance Tasks —
SAE J2365

ITS Data Bus - IDB-C Physical Layer — SAE J2366/1

ITS Data Bus - Low Impedance Stereo Audio — SAE J2366/1L

ITS Data Bus - Link Layer — SAE J2366/2

ITS Data Bus - Thin Transport Layer — SAE J2366/4

ITS Data Bus - Application Message Layer — SAE J2366/7

Standard for ATIS Message Sets Delivered Over Reduced Bandwidth Media — SAE J2369

Field Test Analysis Information Report — SAE J2372

Stakeholders Workshop Information Report — SAE J2373

ITS In-Vehicle Message Priority — SAE J2395
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Definitions and Experimental Measures Related to the Specification of Driver Visual
Behavior Using Video Based Techniques — SAE J2396

Adaptive Cruise Control (ACC) Operating Characteristics and User Interface — SAE J2399

Human Factors in Forward Collision Warning Systems: Operating Characteristics and User
Interface Requirements — SAE J2400

Comparison of GATS Messages to SAE ATIS Standards Information Report — SAE J2539

Messages for Handling Strings and Look-Up Tables in ATIS Standards — SAE J2540

RDS (Radio Data System) Phrase Lists — SAE J2540/1

ITIS (International Traveler Information Systems) Phrase Lists — SAE J2540/2

National Names Phrase List — SAE J2540/3

Converting ATIS Message Standards from ASN.1 to XML — SAE J2630

Dedicated Short Range Communications (DSRC) Message Set Dictionary — SAE J2735 v

(NOTE: Being modified to incorporate transit needs for Vehicle-to-Vehicle
Communications)
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Table 8: Approved — 4 Standards that have passed all necessary ballots and have been approved by a
SDO, but not yet published.

NEMA /

Advanced Transportation Controller (ATC) Standard Specification for the Type 2070
AASHTO / Controller ITE ATC Type 2070
ITE

AASHTO / | Standard for Functional Level Traffic Management Data Dictionary (TMDD) ITE TM 1.03

ITE
Message Sets for External TMC Communication (MS/ETMCC) ITE TM 2.01 v

AASHTO /

ITE / Object Definitions for Electrical and Lighting Management Systems (ELMS) NTCIP 1213
NEMA

Table 9: In Ballot — 2 Standards that are being voted upon by a committee or working group, or are
undergoing other SDO procedures

Standard for Information Technology - Telecommunications and Information Exchange

Between Systems - Local and Metropolitan Area Networks - Specific Requirements - Part II:
Wireless LAN Medium Access Control (MAC) and Physical Layer (PHY) Specification |EEE
IEEE 802.11p

Standard for Common Traffic Incident Management Message Sets for Use in Entities External
to Centers |EEE P1512.4

Table 10: Under Development — 2 Standards that are being written, but are not yet ready for a formal
ballot.

IEEE Standard for Wireless Access in Vehicular Environments (WAVE) - Architecture 1EEE P1609.0
AASHTO / Field Management Stations (FMS) - Part 1: Object Definitions for Signal System

ITE / Masters NTCIP 1210

NEMA
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Appendix B: List of Intelligent Transportation Systems Training
Resources Available (Professional Capacity Building / Transportation
Planning Capacity Building Opportunities)

Professional Capacity Building’s ITS Talking Technology and Transportation (T3) archived Webinars in
PowerPoint, HTML, or Flash Webinar Replay and available at

(http://www.pcb.its.dot.gov/res t3 archive.asp?SearchRequested=True&firstvalue=2&Archive=False):

1.

10.

11.

12.

National ITS Architecture Update: New Features of the Latest Version of the National ITS
Architecture (Version 6.1) — Original Presentation Date: October 27, 2009

Where is the "IT" in ITS? — Original Presentation Date: August 18, 2009

How to Implement the TimeTable Publisher: An Open Source Application for Transit
Agencies — Original Presentation Date: May 14, 2008

Approaches for Building Effective Regional Relationships in the Deployment of ITS —
Original Presentation Date: March 4, 2008

Approaches for Integrating Configuration Management into Your ITS Project
Development Processes — Original Presentation Date: February 21, 2008

Contactless Fare Payment Systems: CFMS Standards and the Future of Fare Collection —
Original Presentation Date: December 12, 2007

National ITS Architecture Update: New Features of the Latest Version of the National ITS
Architecture (v6.0) — Original Presentation Date: August 23, 2007

Approaches for Integrating Systems Engineering into Your Agency's Business Practices —
Original Presentation Date: August 2, 2007

Public Transit ITS Data Collection and Analysis: Large- and Small-Agency Lessons Learned
— Original Presentation Date: June 20, 2007

Developing a Regional Concept for Transportation Operations — Original Presentation
Date: July 25, 2007

ITS Systems Engineering (SE) for ITS: Using FHWA's New SE Handbook — Original
Presentation Date: March 13, 2007

Guidelines for Successful ITS Procurement (update to 3/15/06 webinar) — Original
Presentation Date: September 12, 2006
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13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.
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Using Standards to Make "Smart" Choices in Automated Fare Collection (AFC) Projects —
Original Presentation Date: May 17, 2006

Guidelines for Successful ITS Procurement — Original Presentation Date: March 15, 2006

State-of-the-State Update on U.S. Fare Collection Standards — Original Presentation Date:
December 8, 2005

Linking the Regional ITS Architecture and the Transportation Planning Process — Original
Presentation Date: September 29, 2005

FTA Policy and Federal Requirements for Regional ITS Architectures — Original Presentation
Date: May 17, 2005

Federal Requirements for Regional ITS Architectures — Original Presentation Date: March 30,
2005

National ITS Architecture and Standards — Original Presentation Date: February 22, 2005

Relevant National Transit Institute Course Listings (Currently available

via http://www.ntionline.com/Courses.asp):

1.

2.

3.

7.

8.

9.

Coordinated Mobility: A Transportation Management Solution
Implementing Contactless Fare Collection Systems

Implementing Rural Transit Technology

Integrating Transit Applications: Defining Data Interfaces Using TCIP
Introduction to Metropolitan Transportation Planning

Introduction to Statewide Transportation Planning

Introduction to Transportation Conformity

State and Metropolitan Transportation Programming

Transit ITS Regional Workshop

In addition to the above, courses in Systems Engineering, Architectural Compliance, and Enterprise
Architecture are under development.
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Appendix C: Proposed Projects in the FTA ITS Research Plan - 2010-2014

Projects Linked to ITS Architecture, ITS Standards, or Systems Engineering

Full descriptions of the fifteen relevant ITS architecture, ITS standards or systems engineering projects
proposed in the FTA’s ITS Research Plan — 2010-2014 are presented in this Appendix. Each project lists
title, purpose, approach, deliverables/outcomes, program goal, research phase, and project fiscal year(s).

1. Validate TCIP Benefits as Baseline for Incentivizing Agency and Market Adoption

Purpose: To validate the FTA’s commitment to TCIP-based deployments that lead to greater
interoperability and inter- and intra-agency integration.

Approach: This project is focused on assessing the factors and issues that have led to the lack of agency
and market adoption of TCIP standards. The research will: (1) explore why agencies adopt TCIP or do
not adopt TCIP; (2) identify any TCIP weaknesses and gaps in the protocols; (3) explore the future trends
in internet and communications protocols (that are the basis for current and emerging technologies that
are ubiquitous within the marketplace); and (4) define how these other industry standards and
protocols will impact TCIP in the future. Further analysis will study the impacts on transit agencies and
transit manufacturers to determine whether and how financial incentives may catalyze a more robust
marketplace. Animportant outcome of this project is to identify the costs associated with transitioning
to TCIP. The outcome of this project will determine (from a go/no-go decision point) whether further
investment in TCIP projects in fiscal years 2011-2014 will move forward. Note: this research will build
from and incorporate the FTA analysis on Open Standard Transit Data Format Policy.

Deliverables/Outcomes: FTA, agencies, and industry will collaborate on recommending an industry-
based position on TCIP, and a report will offer guidance on next steps. The final report will present the
FTA with a go/no-go decision as to whether to pursue projects later in the roadmap that are designed to
offer greater financial incentives to industry (agencies and vendors) for implementing TCIP.

Program Goal: Connected and Integrated Systems

Research Phase: Baseline Assessment

2. Incentivize TCIP Adoption—Competitive Grant Program for Agencies

Purpose: Incentivize agency implementation of TCIP, based on go/no-go recommendation from baseline
study.

Approach: Using the results of the FY2010 baseline assessment, the FTA will work with agencies to
determine the approach to TCIP implementation. With positive results, the FTA will fund a competitive
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grant program to increase agency use of the standards. The awards will enable the FTA to better define
and determine the cost for transit agencies to make their communications networks TCIP compliant.

Deliverables/Outcomes: Implementation of TCIP at up to three agencies by 2014 through competitive
grants and matched funds. Evaluation and case study for each agency. TCIP cost information.

Program Goal: Connected and Integrated Systems

Research Phase: Deployment

3. Incentivize TCIP Adoption—Competitive Grant Program for Vendors

Purpose: Incentivize vendor implementation of TCIP, based on go/no-go recommendation from baseline
study.

Approach: Using the results of the FY2010 baseline assessment, the FTA will work with industry to
determine the approach to TCIP implementation. With positive results, the FTA will fund a competitive
grant program to increase vendor inclusion of the standards in their products. The awards will also
enable the FTA to better define and determine the cost for vendors to shift their manufacturing
processes to include TCIP.

Deliverables/Outcomes: At least three core transit ITS systems are available on the market and are
standards compliant by 2014. This project will result in TCIP evaluation process details and generic
platform specifications for re-manufactured technologies. Cost information will also be generated.

Program Goal: Connected and Integrated Systems

Research Phase: Deployment

4. Inform Transit Investments Decisions in Open Architecture versus Open Source versus Open Data
Approaches to Developing ITS systems

Purpose: To assess the efficiencies, challenges, benefits, risks, and limitations to different “open”
approaches and determine which results in the greater cost-effectiveness, less risk, and increased
operational benefits.

Approach: As the business, personal consumer electronics, and applications industries move toward
new platforms that support a more highly mobile society, transit agencies have been exploring
opportunities and different approaches to building and operating their systems for more openness,
transparency, and accessibility. This project is a baseline assessment and comparative study of three
different (but not mutually exclusive) approaches to “open” systems to understand how each approach
affects the transit agency's business models, business operations, customer service, costs,
interoperability, system architecture, telecommunications, and other factors. Within the study, the FTA
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will: (1) work to determine what characteristics are important to transit agencies when implementing
new systems for data sharing (e.g., free, easy-to-implement, widespread, secure, widely used, allow for
collaborative information exchange); (2) determine what approach to system implementation is most
beneficial to transit authorities (allows flexibility but also provides structures for business operations);
(3) assess future industry trends for exchange and accessibility (coordinate this with projects in Goal
areas 5 and 6); and (4) analyze and compare costs, risks, timely deliver, extendibility of system,
vulnerabilities, system security, and benefits of the approaches. This research will be conducted in
cooperation with industry to validate which approach (or both) merit industry use. The research will be
conducted in three parts:

(1) Baseline Assessment: In FY10, the FTA will conduct an analysis which will be based on engaging
up to two agencies who are willing to open their doors, provide details, and help develop the
report (with the use of a contractor to pull together);

(2) Development: In mid-FY11, based on the results, the FTA will conduct modeling of one or more
of the systems to understand implementation issues, best practices, and system concepts; and

(3) Cross-Cutting: Based on those results, the FTA expects to conduct knowledge transfer in FY2012.
Note: This research will build from and incorporate the existing FTA research on the White House's

open data project and the Google Transit Format Standard (GTFS) that have been conducted by Noblis,
as well as the TCIP benefits project listed above.

Deliverables/Outcomes: Agencies will be better informed on which approach offers the most
appropriate investment through a report that will provide a comparative analysis and technical guidance
on implementation. Vendors will be able to identify issues that need to be resolved with each approach
in order to modify products and strategies.

Program Goal: Connected and Integrated Systems

Research Phase: Baseline Assessment

5. Inform Transit Investments Decisions in Open Architecture versus Open Source versus Open Data
Approaches to Developing ITS systems

Purpose: To assess the efficiencies, challenges, benefits, risks, and limitations to different “open”
approaches and determine which results in the greater cost-effectiveness, less risk, and increased
operational benefits.

Approach: Based on the results of the FY2010 assessment, the FTA will conduct modeling of one or
more of the systems to understand implementation issues, best practices, and system concepts.

Deliverables/Outcomes: Models that demonstrate the benefits and issues associated with “open”
approaches to transit systems.

FTA Office of Mobility Innovation 49 June 2011



FTA Transit ITS Architecture Consistency Review — 2010 Update

Program Goal: Connected and Integrated Systems

Research Phase: Development

6. Inform Transit Investments Decisions in Open Architecture versus Open Source versus Open Data
Approaches to Developing ITS systems

Purpose: To assess the efficiencies, challenges, benefits, risks, and limitations to different “open”
approaches and determine which results in the greater cost-effectiveness, less risk, and increased
operational benefits.

Approach: The FTA expects to conduct knowledge transfer to the industry in FY2012 to present the
results of the baseline assessment and modeling.

Deliverables/Outcomes: Model platform and specifications will be produced from this project as well as
the development of test results. In addition, transit industry awareness and training effort will be an
outcome of this project.

Program Goal: Connected and Integrated Systems

Research Phase: Cross-Cutting

7. Analyze Benefits and Implementation of System Enterprise Architecture (SEA)

Purpose: Analyze cost, benefits, and best practices associated with use of System Enterprise
Architecture to create greater foundation for integration and interoperability for transit agencies.

Approach: Early in this century, TRl worked with industry to explore the opportunities associated with
establishing agency-based "enterprise" systems. The benefits are enormous--instead of an agency
adding additional layers of technologies that may not integrated well with established systems, an
enterprise architecture for an agency provides a blueprint for integration that accounts for system
decision points, roles of the workers, how and where technologies need to be fused, the flow of data,
support systems, and others in a manner that allows for true integration and easier expansion. Noting
the potential benefits, this project is designed to provide the research that would apply these results to
transit agencies and identify the costs associated with a transition path. This task would lay the
groundwork for developing a competitive award for two to three agencies to pilot the "transition path"
and develop guidelines, costs, and benefits for other agencies.

Deliverables/Outcomes: A generic design for SEA and associated training effort. This project will result
in a summary of past efforts, identification of challenges and recommendations, and strategies for roll-
out to industry.

Program Goal: Connected and Integrated Systems
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Research Phase: Research and Analysis

8. System Enterprise Architecture Modeling for Transit Agencies
Purpose: Modeling of SEA for transit agencies.

Approach: Determine how an SEA is implemented through modeling and evaluation in order to produce
guidelines and materials in support of integration and use of the systems engineering process within a
transit environment (see detailed description under Baseline Assessment).

Deliverables/Outcomes: A generic design for SEA and associated training efforts. This project will result
in a summary of past efforts, identification of challenges and recommendations, and strategies for roll-
out to industry. A set of SEA guidelines will also be produced.

Program Goal: Connected and Integrated Systems

Research Phase: Development

9. System Enterprise Architecture Pilot Program
Purpose: Incentivize agency use of systems engineering and the ITS architecture.

Approach: Early in this century, TRl worked with industry to explore the opportunities associated with
establishing agency-based "enterprise" systems. The benefits are enormous--instead of an agency
adding additional layers of technologies that may not integrate well with established systems, an
enterprise architecture for an agency provides a blueprint for integration that accounts for system
decision points, roles of the workers, how and where technologies need to be fused, the flow of data,
support systems, and others in a manner that allows for true integration and easier expansion. Noting
the potential benefits, this project is designed to provide the research that would apply these results to
transit agencies and identify the costs associated with a transition path. This task would lay the
groundwork for developing a competitive award for two to three agencies to pilot the "transition path"
and develop guidelines, costs, and benefits for other agencies.

Deliverables/Outcomes: SEA transit plans developed for two to three transit agencies. This project will
result in an evaluation of the pilot program, in the form of a final report that will serve as the basis for
training, guidelines, and marketing in FY2015.

Program Goal: Connected and Integrated Systems

Research Phase: Deployment
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10. Create Systems Engineering Guidelines for Transit in Support of Successful ITS Deployment
Purpose: Develop systems engineering guidelines for transit.

Approach: Working with the APTA Subcommittee on Systems Engineering, FTA will support the
development of a set of guidelines (work is already underway) by funding support staff to the APTA
Subcommittee. The project will include a determination of how SE Guidelines can be tailored specifically
to transit to help agencies understand and apply the practices more effectively, determine what
customized systems engineering guidelines look like, and identify what should be retained in the
traditional model and what needs to be changed. This project will also produce a plan for marketing and
outreach to transit agencies, and will form the basis for focusing National Transit Institute training and
other professional capacity building efforts.

Deliverables/Outcomes: SE Guidelines tailored to transit, including definitions, guidelines, and best
agency practices and outreach to transit agencies to explain systems engineering concepts.

Program Goal: Connected and Integrated Systems

Research Phase: Research and Analysis

11. Provide Targeted Training for National ITS Architecture Compliance (including Transit ITS
Standards and Systems Engineering use)

Purpose: Provide technical assistance and training for National ITS Architecture compliance.

Approach: With the assessment and determination (in FY2010) of the various means for creating open
platforms, the FTA will work with NTI and the ITS PCB Program to modify its training and outreach and
develop a plan for delivering Architecture, Standards, and Systems Engineering training to more transit
agencies. The goal is to increase usage of the National ITS Architecture and ensure compliance with the
FTA policy for using ITS standards and the systems engineering process. In particular, part of this effort
is focused on increasing awareness of and adherence to the National ITS Architecture through technical
assistance and training to mid-to-small-size agencies, determine whether mid-to-small-sized agencies
use Regional ITS Architectures differently than larger agencies and whether they should, and,
accordingly, to decide if there should be different expectations about their level of involvement in
development and maintenance.

Deliverables/Outcomes: Improved training program that goes out to transit agencies that leads to
greater involvement in regional and Statewide ITS architectures; examples of mid-to-small size agency
inclusion in and application of Regional ITS Architectures.

Program Goal: Connected and Integrated Systems

Research Phase: Cross-Cutting
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12. Develop and Maintain Transit ITS Standards
Purpose: Standards development and maintenance program.

Approach: The FTA will work with APTA, industry, and other standards development organizations
(SDOs) to determine what existing standards need to be updated, determine what new standards are
needed, determine whether relevant standards from other sectors (such as IT) should be adopted, and
develop and maintain existing standards. The FTA will also support participation in ISO to harmonize
standards globally by providing for the Convenor and Rapporteur positions and supporting the presence
of experts in workshops and at the International Standards Organization (ISO) and Asian-Pacific
Economic Cooperation (APEC) meetings.

Deliverables/Outcomes: New standards for existing and new topics (such as positive training control
(PTC). This project will also result in the maintenance of existing standards.

Program Goal: Connected and Integrated Systems

Research Phase: Cross-Cutting

13. Analyze Feasibility of Integrating Multi-Modal Payment Systems

Purpose: The FTA will take the lead for the Department in defining what a multi-modal, integrated
payment system would look like. In FY2010, the FTA will begin the scoping phase that would move
exploratory research forward to demonstrate and evaluate a regional, open architecture, integrated,
multi-modal payment system, in concert with the ITS JPO and other modes. The system will include
payment for transit bus service, parking, and tolls and include one or more transit agencies, multiple
parking facilities and/or providers, and a toll authority. To maximize market penetration and use, a
system-wide deployment on all buses and routes of the transit agency(ies) will be performed. The
demonstration will include back office clearinghouse operations and testing of one or a combination of
the following payment media: smart cards, bank-owned cards, cell phones, and personal digital devices.
The Transit Communications Interface Protocol (TCIP) standards, the Contactless Fare Media System
standards (CFMS), and/or other applicable ITS standards will be applied to create an open architecture
environment.

Approach: Building from previous work in the field of transit systems and private sector options for
payment mechanisms, assess the role of the Federal government in developing policy and prototype
systems for multi-modal, integrated systems. Identify institutional challenges in implementation and
assess the market opportunities that could enable faster deployment.

Deliverables/Outcomes: Recommendations on next steps for the Department.
Program Goal: Effective and Efficient Operations

Research Phase: Research and Analysis
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14. Develop Multi-Modal Integrated Payment System
Purpose: Develop a regional, open-architecture, integrated, multi-modal payment system.

Approach: Based on the initial feasibility study in FY2010, the FTA and modal partners will work with
industry to develop the necessary applications and resolve the institutional issues in order to prototype
an integrated, multi-modal system for testing. This phase of the project would move exploratory
research forward with other modal partners to demonstrate and evaluate a regional, open-architecture,
integrated, multi-modal payment system in concert with the ITS JPO and other modes. The system will
include payment for transit bus service, parking, and tolls and include one or more transit agencies,
multiple parking facilities and/or providers, and a toll authority. To maximize market penetration and
use, a system-wide deployment on all buses and routes of the transit agency(ies) will be performed. The
demonstration will include back office clearinghouse operations and testing of one or a combination of
the following payment media: smart cards, bank-owned cards, cell phones, and personal digital devices.
The TCIP standard, CFMS, and/or other applicable ITS standards will be applied to create an open
architecture environment.

Deliverables/Outcomes: Identification of the technical and institutional requirements for demonstrating
a multimodal integrated payment system.

Program Goal: Effective and Efficient Operations

Research Phase: Development

15. Test and Demonstrate a Multimodal Integrated Payment System

Purpose: To test and demonstrate a regional, open-architecture, integrated, multi-modal payment
system.

Approach: As part of the evaluation and technology transfer phase, the FTA will work with modal
partners to move exploratory research forward to demonstrate and evaluate a regional, open-
architecture, integrated, multi-modal payment system. To maximize market penetration and use, the
FTA will structure and perform a test for a system-wide deployment on all buses and routes of the
transit agency(ies). The demonstration will include back office clearinghouse operations and testing of
one or a combination of the following payment media: smart cards, bank-owned cards, cell phones, and
personal digital devices.

Deliverables/Outcomes: Test and evaluation results.
Program Goal: Effective and Efficient Operations

Research Phase: Testing and Demonstration
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Appendix D: Metropolitan and Micropolitan Areas in the United States (By FTA Region and State) -

February 2010
Metropolitan & Micropolitan Areas in the United States (By FTA Region & State) - February 2010
FTA REGION |
METRO AREA | AREA LOCATED
METROPOLITAN / MICROPOLITAN AREA CounTY / COUNTIES NATIONAL IN MULTIPLE
RANKING STATES
Connecticut
Hartford-West Hartford-East Hartford . .
Hartford, Middlesex & Tolland Counties 45
MSA (Greater Hartford)
Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk MSA Fairfield County 56
New Haven-Milford MSA (Greater New
New Haven County 58
Haven)
Norwich-New London MSA New London County 166
Torrington Micro | Litchfield County X
Willimantic Micro | Windham County X
. ) Metro .
Maine County / Counties Ranking Multiple States
Portland-South Portland-Biddeford MSA | Cumberland, Sagadahoc & York Counties 98
Bangor MSA Penobscot County 269
Lewiston-Auburn MSA Androscoggin County 365
Augusta-Waterville Micro Kennebec County X
Rockland Micro Knox County X
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Metropolitan & Micropolitan Areas in the United States (By FTA Region & State) - February 2010

Massachusetts County / Counties Metro Ranking | Multiple States
Boston-Cambridge-Quincy MA-NH MSA | Suffolk, Essex, Middlesex; Norfolk, Plymouth, MA & Rockingham-Strafford Counties, 10 v
(Greater Boston) NH
Providence-New Bedford-Fall River RI- . . . .
. Bristol County, MA & Kent, Newport, Providence, Washington Counties, RI 36 v
MA MSA (Providence Metro Area)
Worcester MSA Worcester County 65
Springfield MSA (Pioneer Valley) Hampshire, Franklin & Hampden Counties 74
Barnstable Town MSA (Cape Cod) Barnstable County 192
Pittsfield MSA Berkshire County 309

New Hampshire

County / Counties

Metro Ranking

Multiple States

Boston-Cambridge-Quincy MA-NH MSA

Rockingham-Strafford Counties, NH & Middlesex, Norfolk, Essex, Plymouth, Suffolk,

(Greater Boston) MA 10 v
Manchester-Nashua MSA Hillsborough County 124

Berlin NH-VT Micro Coos County, NH & Essex County, VT X v
Claremont Micro Sullivan County X

Concord Micro Merrimack County X

Keene Micro Cheshire County X

Laconia Micro Belknap County X

Lebanon NH-VT Micro Grafton County, NH & Orange, Windsor Counties, VT X v

Rhode Island

County / Counties

Metro Ranking

Multiple States

Providence-New Bedford-Fall River RI-
MA MSA (Providence Metro Area)

Kent, Newport, Providence, Washington Counties, Rl & Bristol County, MA

36

v

FTA Office of Mobility Innovation

56

June 2011




FTA Transit ITS Architecture Consistency Review — 2010 Update

Metropolitan & Micropolitan Areas in the United States (By FTA Region & State) - February 2010

Vermont County / Counties Metro Ranking | Multiple States
Burlington-South Burlington MSA Chittenden, Franklin & Grand Isle Counties 197

Barre Micro Washington County X

Bennington Micro Bennington County X

Berlin NH-VT Micro Essex County, VT & Coos County, NH X v
Lebanon NH-VT Micro Orange, Windsor Counties, VT & Grafton County, NH X v
Rutland Micro Rutland County X

REGION | TOTALS METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS | IMICROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS TOTAL URBAN STATISTICAL AREAS
Connecticut 4 2 6
Maine 3 2 5
Massachusetts 6 0 6
New Hampshire 2 6 8
Rhode Island 1 0 1
Vermont 1 5 6

REGION | TOTALS 15 13 28
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FTA REGION Il

METRO AREA | AREA LOCATED
METROPOLITAN / MICROPOLITAN AREA CouNTY / COUNTIES NATIONAL IN MULTIPLE
RANKING STATES
New Jersey
New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Nassau, Suffolk, Bronx, Kings, New York, Queens, Richmond, Putnam, Rockland,
Island NY-NJ-PA MSA (New York Metro | Westchester Counties, NY & Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Hunterdon, Middlesex, Morris, 1 v
Area / Greater New York / Tri-State Monmouth, Ocean, Passaic, Somerset, Sussex, Union Counties, NJ & Pike County,
Area) PA
Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington PA- Burlington, Camden, Gloucester, Salem, NJ & Bucks, Chester, Delaware, s v
NJ-DE-MD MSA (Delaware Valley) Montgomery, Philadelphia, PA & New Castle, DE & Cecil, MD
Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton PA-NJ . .
. Warren County, NJ & Carbon, Lehigh, Northampton Counties, PA 62 v
MSA (Lehigh Valley)
Trenton-Ewing MSA Mercer County 136
Atlantic City-Hammonton MSA Atlantic County 165
Vineland-Millville-Bridgeton MSA Cumberland County 256
Ocean City MSA Cape May County 397

New York

County / Counties

Metro Ranking

Multiple States

New York-Northern New Jersey-Long
Island NY-NJ-PA MSA (New York Metro

Nassau, Suffolk, Bronx, Kings, New York, Queens, Richmond, Putnam, Rockland,

v

. Westchester Counties, NY & Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Hunterdon, Middlesex, Morris, 1
Area / Greater New York / Tri-State . ] . )
Area) Monmouth, Ocean, Passaic, Somerset, Sussex, Union Counties, NJ & Pike County, PA
rea
Buffalo-Niagara Falls MSA (Western . . .
. . Erie & Niagara Counties 46
New York / Niagara Frontier)
Monroe, Livingston, Ontario, Orleans, Wayne Counties 50

Rochester MSA (Western New York /
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Genesee Valley)

Albany-Schenectady-Troy MSA (Capital

District / Capital Region / Capitaland) Albany, Rensselaer, Saratoga, Schenectady, Schoharie Counties 57
Poughkeepsie-Newburgh-Middletown .
MSA Dutchess & Orange Counties 77
Syracuse MSA (Central New York) Onondaga, Oswego & Madison Counties 80
Utica-Rome MSA Oneida & Herkimer Counties 155
Binghamton MSA (Greater Binghamton . .
Triple Cities) Broome & Tioga Counties 177
Kingston MSA Ulster County 223
Glens Falls MSA Warren & Washington Counties 311
Ithaca MSA Tompkins County 380
Elmira MSA Chemung County 414
Amsterdam Micro | Montgomery County X
Auburn Micro | Cayuga County X
Batavia Micro | Genesee County X
Corning Micro | Steuben County X
Cortland Micro | Cortland County X
Gloversville Micro | Fulton County X
Hudson Micro | Columbia County X
Jamestown-Dunkirk-Fredonia Micro | Chautauqua County X
Malone Micro | Franklin County X
Ogdensburg-Massena Micro | St. Lawrence County X
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Olean Micro | Cattaraugus County

Oneonta Micro | Otsego County

Plattsburgh Micro | Clinton County

Seneca Falls Micro | Seneca County

x| X| X| X| X

Watertown-Fort Drum Micro | Jefferson County

REGION Il TOTALS METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS |  IMICROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS TOTAL URBAN STATISTICAL AREAS
New Jersey 7 0 7
New York 12 15 27
REGION Il TOTALS 18 15 33

FTA REGION lil

METRO AREA | AREA LOCATED
METROPOLITAN / MICROPOLITAN AREA CouNTY / COUNTIES NATIONAL IN MULTIPLE

RANKING STATES
Delaware
Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington PA- Bucks, Chester, Delaware, Montgomery, Philadelphia, PA & Burlington, Camden, < v
NJ-DE-MD MSA (Delaware Valley) Gloucester, Salem, NJ & New Castle, DE & Cecil, MD
Dover MSA Kent County 262
Seaford Micro | Sussex County X

Mary'and County / Counties Metro Ranking | Multiple States
Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington PA- Bucks, Chester, Delaware, Montgomery, Philadelphia, PA & Burlington, Camden, < v
NJ-DE-MD MSA (Delaware Valley) Gloucester, Salem, NJ & New Castle, DE & Cecil, MD
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Washington-Arlington-Alexandria DC-

District of Columbia & Calvert, Charles, Frederick, Montgomery, Prince George's,
MD & Arlington, Clarke, Fairfax, Fauquier, Loudoun, Prince William, Spotsylvania,

VA-MD-WV MSA (National Capital Area , - e 8 v
. Stafford, Warren Counties, VA & Independent Cities of Alexandria, Fairfax, Falls
/ Greater Washington) ]
Church, Fredericksburg, Manassas, Manassas Park, VA & Jefferson County, WV
Baltimore-Towson MSA (Baltimore Anne Arundel, Baltimore, Carroll, Harford, Howard, Queen Anne's Counties & 20
Metro) Baltimore City
Hagerstown-Martinsburg MD-WV MSA Washington County, MD & Berkeley, Morgan Counties, WV) 170 v
Salisbury MSA Somerset & Wicomico Counties 327
Cumberland MD-WV MSA Allegany County, MD & Mineral County, WV) 387 v
Cambridge Micro | Dorchester County X
Easton Micro | Talbot County X
Lexington Micro | St. Mary's County X
Ocean City / Ocean Pines Micro | Worcester County X

Pennsylvania

County / Counties

Metro Ranking

Multiple States

New York-Northern New Jersey-Long
Island NY-NJ-PA MSA (New York Metro

Pike County, PA & Nassau, Suffolk, Bronx, Kings, New York, Queens, Richmond,

. Putnam, Rockland, Westchester Counties, NY & Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Hunterdon, 1 v
Area / Greater New York / Tri-State ) . . . .
Area) Middlesex, Morris, Monmouth, Ocean, Passaic, Somerset, Sussex, Union Counties, NJ
rea
Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington PA- Bucks, Chester, Delaware, Montgomery, Philadelphia, PA & Burlington, Camden, < v
NJ-DE-MD MSA (Delaware Valley) Gloucester, Salem, NJ & New Castle, DE & Cecil, MD
Pittsburgh MSA (Greater Pittsburgh / .
. . . Allegheny, Armstrong, Beaver, Butler, Fayette, Washington & Westmoreland
Pittsburgh Tri-State / Metro Pittsburgh / Counti 22
ounties
Three Rivers Region)
Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton PA-NJ . .
. Carbon, Lehigh, Northampton Counties, PA & Warren County, NJ 62 v
MSA (Lehigh Valley)
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Youngstown-Warren-Boardman OH-PA

MSA (Mahoning Valley) Mercer County, PA & Mahoning, Trumbull Counties, OH 88
Scranton-Wilkes-Barre MSA (Wyoming . .
Valley) Lackawanna, Luzerne & Wyoming Counties 90
Harrisburg-Carlisle MSA Cumberland, Dauphin & Perry Counties 94
Lancaster MSA Lancaster County 101
York-Hanover MSA York County 113
Reading MSA Berks County 125
Erie MSA Erie County 162
Johnstown MSA Cambria County 279
State College MSA (Ha Valle
Centre Coungty / Cent(re :z;ion) K Centre County 280
Lebanon MSA Lebanon County 314
Altoona MSA Blair County 319
Williamsport MSA Lycoming County 335
Bloomsburg-Berwick Micro | Columbia & Montour Counties X
Bradford Micro | McKean County X
Chambersburg Micro | Franklin County X
DuBois Micro | Clearfield County X
East Stroudsburg Micro | Monroe County X
Gettysburg Micro | Adams County X
Huntingdon Micro | Huntingdon County X
Indiana Micro | Indiana County X
Lewisburg Micro | Union County X
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Lewistown Micro | Mifflin County X
Lock Haven Micro | Clinton County X
Meadville Micro | Crawford County X
New Castle Micro Lawrence County X
Qil City Micro | Venango County X
Pottsville Micro | Schuylkill County X
Sayre Micro | Bradford County X
Selinsgrove Micro | Snyder County X
Somerset Micro | Somerset County X
St. Mary’s Micro Elk County X
Sunbury Micro | Northumberland County X
Warren Micro Warren County X
Vi rginia County / Counties / City / Cities Metro Ranking | Multiple States
. . . District of Columbia & Arlington, Clarke, Fairfax, Fauquier, Loudoun, Prince
Washington-Arlington-Alexandria DC- . . . e .
. . William, Spotsylvania, Stafford, Warren Counties, VA & Cities of Alexandria,
VA-MD-WV MSA (National Capital Area . . 8 v
. Fairfax, Falls Church, Fredericksburg, Manassas, Manassas Park, VA & Calvert,
/ Greater Washington) . .
Charles, Frederick, Montgomery, Prince George's, MD & Jefferson County, WV
. Gloucester, Isle of Wright, James City, Mathews, Surry, York Counties, VA & Cities
Virginia Beach-Norfolk-Newport News
of Chesapeake, Hampton, Newport News, Norfolk, Poquoson, Portsmouth, Suffolk, 34 v
VA-NC MSA (Hampton Roads) L. . .
Virginia Beach, Williamsburg, VA & Currituck County, NC
Amelia, Caroline, Charles City, Chesterfield, Cumberland, Dinwiddie, Goochland,
. Hanover, Henrico, King & Queen, King William, Louisa, New Kent, Powhatan, Prince
Richmond MSA . i, . . 43
George, Sussex Counties & Cities of Colonial Heights, Hopewell, Petersburg,
Richmond, VA
Kingsport-Bristol-Bristol TN-VA MSA Scott, Washington Counties, VA & City of Bristol, VA & Hawkins, Sullivan Counties, 152 v
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(The Tri-Cities) TN
Roanoke MSA (Roanoke Valley) Botetourt, Craig, Franklin, Roanoke Counties & Cities of Roanoke, Salem 154
Lynchburg MSA Amherst, Appomattox, Bedford, Campbell Counties & Cities of Lynchburg, Bedford 180
Charlottesville MSA Albemarle, Fluvanna, Greene, Nelson Counties & City of Charlottesville 213
Blacksburg-Christiansburg-Radford . . . .
MSA (New River Valley) Giles, Montgomery, Pulaski Counties & City of Radford 254
Winchester VA-WV MSA Frederick County, VA & City of Winchester, VA & Hampshire County, WV 323 v
Harrisonburg MSA Rockingham County & City of Harrisonburg 332
Danville MSA Pittsylvania County & City of Danville 366
Bluefield WV-VA Micro | Tazwell County, VA & Mercer County, WV X v
Culpepper Micro | Culpepper County X
Martinsville Micro | Henry County & City of Martinsville X
Staunton-Waynesboro Micro | Augusta County & Cities of Staunton, Waynesboro X

Washington, D.C.

County / Counties

Metro Ranking

Multiple States

Washington-Arlington-Alexandria DC-
VA-MD-WV MSA (National Capital Area
/ Greater Washington)

District of Columbia & Calvert, Charles, Frederick, Montgomery, Prince George's,
MD & Arlington, Clarke, Fairfax, Fauquier, Loudoun, Prince William, Spotsylvania,
Stafford, Warren Counties, VA & Cities of Alexandria, Fairfax, Falls Church,
Fredericksburg, Manassas, Manassas Park, VA & Jefferson County, WV

v

West Virginia

County / Counties

Metro Ranking

Multiple States

Washington-Arlington-Alexandria DC-

District of Columbia & Jefferson County, WV & Calvert, Charles, Frederick,

. ) Montgomery, Prince George's, MD & Arlington, Clarke, Fairfax, Fauquier, Loudoun,
VA-MD-WV MSA (National Capital Area . . . . N . 8 v
. Prince William, Spotsylvania, Stafford, Warren Counties, VA & Cities of Alexandria,
/ Greater Washington) . .
Fairfax, Falls Church, Fredericksburg, Manassas, Manassas Park, VA
Charleston MSA Boone, Clay, Kanawha, Lincoln & Putnam Counties 151
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Huntington-Ashland WV-KY-OH MSA Cabell, Wayne Counties, WV & Boyd, Greenup Counties, KY & Lawrence County, OH 160 v
Hagerstown-Martinsburg MD-WV MSA Berkeley, Morgan Counties, WV & Washington County, MD 170 v
Parkersburg-Marietta-Vienna WV-OH . . .

MSA Pleasants, Wirt, Wood Counties, WV & Washington County, OH 249 v
Wheeling WV-OH MSA Marshall, Ohio Counties, WV & Belmont County, OH 277 v
Weirton-Steubenville WV-OH MSA Brooke, Hancock Counties, WV & Jefferson County, OH 321 v
Winchester VA-WV MSA Hampshire County, WV & Frederick County, VA & City of Winchester, VA 323 v
Morgantown MSA Monongalia & Preston Counties 331
Cumberland MD-WV MSA Mineral County, WV & Allegany County, MD 387 v

Beckley Micro | Raleigh County X
Bluefield WV-VA Micro | Mercer County, WV & Tazwell County, VA X v
Clarksburg Micro | Doddridge, Harrison & Taylor Counties X
Fairmont Micro Marion County X
Oak Hill Micro | Fayette County X
Point Pleasant WV-OH Micro | Mason County, WV & Gallia County, OH X v

REGION Il TOTALS IMETROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS MICROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS TOTAL URBAN STATISTICAL AREAS
Delaware 2 1 3
Maryland 6 4 10
Pennsylvania 16 21 37
Virginia 11 4 15
Washington, D.C. 1 0 1
FTA Office of Mobility Innovation 65

June 2011



FTA Transit ITS Architecture Consistency Review — 2010 Update

Metropolitan & Micropolitan Areas in the United States (By FTA Region & State) - February 2010
West Virginia 10 6 16
REGION IIl TOTALS 37 35 72
FTA REGION IV
METRO AREA | AREA LOCATED
METROPOLITAN / MICROPOLITAN AREA CouNTY / COUNTIES NATIONAL IN MULTIPLE
RANKING STATES
Alabama
Birmingham-Hoover MSA (Greater . . . .
o Bibb, Blount, Chilton, Jefferson, St. Clair, Shelby & Walker Counties 47
Birmingham)
Mobile MSA (Mobile Bay Area) Mobile County 121
Huntsville MSA Limestone & Madison Counties 130
Montgomery MSA Autauga, Elmore, Lowndes & Montgomery Counties 135
Russell County-Phoenix City, AL & Harris, Chattahoochee, Marion, Muscogee
Columbus GA-AL MSA ) 161 v
Counties, GA
Tuscaloosa MSA Greene, Hale & Tuscaloosa Counties 199
Decatur MSA (The Heart of the Valley) Lawrence & Morgan Counties 267
Florence-Muscle Shoals MSA (The .
Colbert & Lauderdale Counties 281
Shoals)
Dothan MSA (The Wiregrass) Geneva, Henry & Houston Counties 289
Auburn-Opelika MSA (The Plains) Lee County 306
Anniston-Oxford MSA Calhoun County 350
Gadsden MSA Etowah County 374
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Albertville Micro | Marshall County X
Alexander City Micro | Coosa & Tallapoosa Counties X
Cullman Micro | Cullman County X
Daphne-Fairhope-Foley Micro | Baldwin County X
Enterprise-Ozark Micro | Coffee & Dale Counties X
Eufala AL-GA Micro | Barbour County, AL & Quitman County, GA X v
Fort Payne Micro | DeKalb County X
Scottsboro Micro | Jackson County X
Selma Micro | Dallas County X
Talladega-Sylacauga Micro | Talladega County X
Troy Micro | Pike County X
Tuskegee Micro | Macon County X
Valley Micro | Chambers County X
Florida County / Counties Metro Ranking | Multiple States
Miami-Fort Lauderdale-Pompano Beach
MSA (South Florida / Gold Coast / Broward, Miami-Dade & Palm Beach Counties 7
Miami Metro)
Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater MSA . . .
(Tampa Bay) Hillsborough, Hernando, Pasco & Pinellas Counties 19
Orlando-Kissimmee MSA (Greater . .
Orlando / Central Florida) Orange, Lake, Osceola & Seminole Counties 27
Jacksonville MSA (First Coast) Duval, Baker, Clay, Nassau & St. Johns Counties 40
Bradenton-Sarasota-Venice MSA Sarasota & Manatee Counties 73
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Cape Coral-Fort Myers MSA Lee County 85
Lakeland-Winter Haven MSA Polk County 87
Palm Bay-Melbourne-Titusville MSA
Brevard County 92
(Space Coast)
Deltona-Daytona Beach-Ormond Beach .
Volusia County 100
MSA
Pensacola-Ferry Pass-Brent . .
Escambia & Santa Rosa Counties 108
MSA(Pensacola Bay Area)
Port St. Lucie MSA Martin & St. Lucie Counties 126
Tallahassee MSA  (Capital City Area / .
Gadsden, Jefferson, Leon & Wakulla Counties 139
The Panhandle)
Ocala MSA Marion County 147
Naples-Marco Island MSA Collier County 150
Gainesville MSA Alachua & Gilchrist Counties 172
Fort Walton Beach-Crestview-Destin
Okaloosa County 224
MSA
Panama City-Lynn Haven MSA Bay County 242
Punta Gorda MSA Charlotte County 261
Sebastian-Vero Beach MSA Indian River County 302
Palm Coast MSA Flagler County 413
Arcadia Micro | DeSoto County X
Clewiston Micro | Hendry County X
Homosassa Springs Micro | Citrus County X
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Key West Micro | Monroe County X
Lake City Micro | Columbia County X
Okeechobee Micro | Okeechobee County X
Palatka Micro | Putnam County X
Sebring Micro | Highlands County X

The Villages Micro | Sumter County X
Wauchula Micro | Hardee County X

Georgia

County / Counties

Metro Ranking

Multiple States

Atlanta-Sandy Springs-Marietta MSA

Barrow, Bartow, Butts, Carroll, Cherokee, Cobb, Clayton, Coweta, Dawson, DeKalb,

(Metro Atlanta) Douglas, Fayette, Forsyth, Fulton, Gwinnett, Haralson, Heard, Henry, Jasper, Lamar, 9
etro Atlanta
Meriwether, Newton, Paulding, Pickens, Pike, Rockdale, Spalding, Walton
Augusta-Richmond County GA-SC MSA . . . . . . .
] Richmond, Burke, Columbia, McDuffie Counties, GA & Aiken, Edgefield Counties, SC 95 v
(Central Savannah River Area)
Chattanooga TN-GA MSA (Scenic City / . . . ) .
Catoosa, Dade, Walker Counties, GA & Hamilton, Marion, Sequatchie Counties, TN 97 v
Tennessee Valley)
Savannah MSA (The Coastal Empire / . .
. Bryan, Chatham & Effingham Counties 146
Georgia Lowcountry)
Chattahoochee, Harris, Marion, Muscogee Counties, GA & Russell County-Phoenix
Columbus GA-AL MSA _ 161 v
City, AL
Macon MSA Bibb, Crawford, Jones, Monroe & Twiggs Counties 187
Athens-Clarke County MSA Clarke, Madison, Oconee & Oglethorpe Counties 219
Gainesville MSA Hall County 226
Albany MSA Baker, Dougherty, Lee, Terrell & Worth Counties 241
Dalton MSA Murray & Whitfield Counties 297
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Warner Robins MSA Houston County 304
Valdosta MSA Brooks, Echols, Lanier & Lowndes Counties 307
Brunswick MSA Glynn, Brantley & McIntosh Counties 375
Rome MSA Floyd Counties 399
Hinesville-Fort Stewart MSA Liberty & Long Counties 473

Americus Micro | Sumter & Schley Counties X

Bainbridge Micro | Decatur County X

Calhoun Micro | Gordon County X

Cedartown Micro | Polk County X

Cordele Micro | Crisp County X

Cornelia Micro | Habersham County X

Douglas Micro | Coffee & Atkinson Counties X

Dublin Micro | Laurens & Johnson Counties X

Eufaula AL-GA Micro | Quitman County, GA & Barbour County, AL X

Fitzgerald Micro | Ben Hill & Irwin Counties X

Fort Valley Micro | Peach County X

Jesup Micro | Wayne County X

Milledgeville Micro | Baldwin & Hancock Counties X

Moultrie Micro | Colquitt County X

St. Mary’s Micro | Camden County X

Statesboro Micro | Bulloch County X

Summerville Micro | Chattooga County X
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Thomaston Micro | Upson County X
Tifton Micro | Tift County X
Toccoa Micro | Stephens County X
Vidalia Micro | Toombs & Montgomery Counties X
Waycross Micro | Ware & Pierce Counties X
Ke ntucky County / Counties Metro Ranking | Multiple States
L L Dearborn, Franklin, Ohio Counties, IN & Boone, Bracken, Campbell, Gallatin, Grant,
Cincinnati-Middletown OH-KY-IN MSA . .
L . . Kenton, Pendleton Counties, KY & Brown, Butler, Clermont, Hamilton, Warren 24 v
(Greater Cincinnati / The Tri-State) .
Counties, OH
Louisville-Jefferson County KY-IN MSA Clark, Floyd, Harrison, Washington Counties, IN & Bullitt, Henry, Jefferson, Meade, 4 v
(Kentuckiana) Nelson, Oldham, Shelby, Spencer, Trimble Counties, KY
Lexington-Fayette MSA (Bluegrass . .
. Fayette, Bourbon, Clark, Jessamine, Scott & Woodford Counties 109
Region)
Evansville, IN-Henderson, KY MSA Henderson, Webster Counties, KY & Vanderburgh, Warrick, Gibson, Posey Counties, 142 v
(Kentuckiana / Tri-State) IN
Huntington-Ashland WV-KY-OH MSA Boyd, Greenup Counties, KY & Lawrence County, OH & Cabell, Wayne Counties, WV 160 v
Clarksville TN-KY MSA Christian, Trigg Counties, KY & Montgomery, Stewart Counties, TN 169 v
Bowling Green MSA Warren & Edmonson Counties 339
Owensboro MSA Daviess, Hancock & McLean Counties 353
Elizabethtown MSA Hardin & Larue Counties 354
Campbellsville Micro | Taylor County X
Central City Micro | Muhlenberg County X
Corbin Micro | Whitley County X
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Danville Micro | Boyle & Lincoln County X
Frankfort Micro | Franklin & Anderson Counties X
Glasgow Micro | Barren & Metcalfe Counties X
London Micro | Laurel County X
Madisonville Micro | Hopkins County X
Mayfield Micro | Graves County X
Maysville Micro | Mason & Lewis Counties X
Middlesboro Micro | Bell County X
Mount Sterling Micro | Montgomery, Bath & Menifee Counties X
Murray Micro | Calloway County X

Paducah KY-IL Micro | Ballard, Livingston, McCracken Counties, KY & Massac County, IL X v
Richmond-Berea Micro | Madison & Rockcastle Counties X
Somerset Micro | Pulaski County X

Union City TN-KY Micro | Fulton County, KY & Obion County, TN X v

Mississippi County / Counties Metro Ranking | Multiple States

DeSoto, Marshall, Tate, Tunica Counties, MS & Crittenden County, AR & Fayette,

Memphis TN-MS-AR (The Mid-South) Shelby, Tinton Counties, TN 41 v
Jackson MSA Copiah, Hinds, Madison, Rankin & Simpson Counties 93
Gulfport-Biloxi MSA Hancock, Harrison & Stone Counties 186
Pascagoula MSA Jackson & George Counties 263
Hattiesburg MSA Lamar, Forrest & Perry Counties 291
Brookhaven Micro | Lincoln County X
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Clarksdale Micro | Coahoma County X
Cleveland Micro | Bolivar County X
Columbus Micro | Lowndes County X
Corinth Micro | Alcorn County X
Greenville Micro | Washington County X
Greenwood Micro | Leflore & Carroll Counties X
Grenada Micro | Grenada County X
Indianola Micro | Sunflower County X
Laurel Micro | Jones & Jasper Counties X
Meridian Micro | Lauderdale, Clarke & Kemper Counties X
Natchez MS-LA Micro | Adams County, MS & Concordia Parish, LA X v

Oxford Micro | Lafayette County X
Picayune Micro | Pearl River County X
Starkville Micro | Oktibbeha County X
Tupelo Micro | Lee, ltawamba & Pontotoc Counties X
Vicksburg Micro | Warren County X
West Point Micro | Clay County X
Yazoo City Micro | Yazoo County X

North Ca rolina County / Counties Metro Ranking | Multiple States

Virginia Beach-Norfolk-Newport News Currit?lck County', 'NC & Gloucester, Isle of Wright, James City, Mathews, Surry, York
VA-NC MSA (Hampton Roads) Counties, VA & Cities o'f C'h('esapeake, H'ar"npton, Newport News, Norfolk, Poquoson, 34
Portsmouth, Suffolk, Virginia Beach, Williamsburg, VA
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Charlotte-Gastonia-Concord NC-SC MSA

. Mecklenburg, Anson, Cabarrus, Gaston, Union Counties, NC & York County, SC 35
(Metrolina)
Raleigh-Cary MSA (Research Triangle / . .
. Wake, Franklin & Johnston Counties 49
The Triangle)
Greensboro-High Point MSA (Piedmont . . .
. Guilford, Randolph & Rockingham Counties 72
Triad)
Durham MSA (Research Triangle / The .
. Durham, Orange, Chatham & Person Counties 103
Triangle)
Winston-Salem MSA (Piedmont Triad) Forsyth, Stokes, Davie & Yadkin Counties 105
Asheville MSA Buncombe, Haywood, Henderson & Madison Counties 122
Hickory-Lenoir-Morganton MSA (The .
. Alexander, Burke, Caldwell & Catawba Counties 138
Unifour)
Fayetteville MSA Cumberland & Hoke Counties 143
Wilmington MSA (Lower Cape Fear) Brunswick, New Hanover & Pender Counties 145
Greenville MSA Pitt & Greene Counties 231
Jacksonville MSA Onslow Counties 245
Rocky Mount MSA Edgecombe & Nash Counties 276
Burlington MSA Alamance County 278
Goldsboro MSA Wayne County 346
Albemarle Micro | Stanly County X
Boone Micro | Watauga County X
Brevard Micro | Transylvania County X
Dunn Micro | Harnett County X
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Elizabeth City Micro | Camden, Pasquotank & Perquimans Counties X

Forest City Micro | Rutherford County X

Henderson Micro | Vance County X

Kill Devil Hills Micro | Dare County X

Kinston Micro | Lenoir County X

Laurinburg Micro | Scotland County X

Lincolnton Micro | Lincoln County X

Lumberton Micro | Robeson County X

Morehead City Micro | Carteret County X

Mount Airy Micro | Surry County X

New Bern Micro Craven, Jones & Pamlico Counties X

North Wilkesboro Micro | Wilkes County X
Roanoke Rapids Micro | Halifax & Northampton Counties X
Rockingham Micro | Richmond County X

Salisbury Micro | Rowan County X

Sanford Micro | Lee County X

Shelby Micro | Cleveland County X

Southern Pines-Pinehurst Micro | Moore County X
Statesville-Mooresville Micro | Iredell County X
Thomasville-Lexington Micro | Davidson County X
Washington Micro | Beaufort County X

Wilson Micro | Wilson County X
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Puerto Rico Municipio / Municipios Metro Ranking | Multiple States
. . Municipios of Aquadilla, Aguada, Anasco, Isabela, Lares, Moca, Rincon & San
Aguadilla-Isabelle-San Sebastian MSA . X
Sebastian
Fajardo MSA Municipios of Ceiba, Fajardo & Luquillo X
Guayama MSA Municipios of Arroyo, Guayama & Patillas X
Mayaguez MSA Municipios of Hormigueros & Mayaguez X
Ponce MSA Municipios of Juana Diaz, Ponce & Villalba X
San German-Cabo Rojo MSA Municipios of Cabo Rojo, Lajas, Sabana & San German X
Municipios of Aguas Buenas, Aibonito, Arecibo, Barceloneta, Carolina, Barranquitas,
Bayamon, Caguas, Camuy, Canovanas, Catano, Cayey, Ciales, Cidra, Comerio, Corozal,
San Juan-Caguas-Guaynabo MSA Dorado, Florida, Guaynabo, Humacao, Gurabo, Hatillo, Junco, Las Piedras, Loiza, X
Manati, Maunabo, Morovis, Naguabo, Naranjito, Orocovis, Quebradillas, Rio Grande,
San Juan, San Lorenzo, Tao Alta, Toa Baja, Trujillo, Vega Alta, Vega Baja, Yabucoa
Yauco MSA Municipios of Guanica, Guayanilla, Penuelas & Yauco X
Adjuntas Micro | Adjuntas Municipio X
Coamo Micro | Coamo Municipio X
Jayuya Micro | Jayuya Municipio X
Santa Isabel Micro | Santa Isabel Municipio X
Utuado Micro | Utado Municipio X
South Ca rolina County / Counties Metro Ranking | Multiple States
Charlotte-Gastonia-Concord NC-SC MSA . )
. York County, SC & Mecklenburg, Anson, Cabarrus, Gaston, Union Counties, NC 35 v
(Metrolina)
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Columbia MSA (Midlands) Richland, Lexington, Calhoun, Fairfield, Kershaw & Saluda Counties 69
Charleston-North Charleston-
Summerville MSA (South Carolina Berkeley, Charleston & Dorchester Counties 81
Lowcountry)
Greenville-Mauldin-Easley MSA (The . . .
Greenville, Laurens & Pickens Counties 82
Upstate)
Augusta-Richmond County GA-SC MSA . . . . . . .
. Aiken, Edgefield Counties, SC & Richmond, Burke, Columbia, McDuffie Counties, GA 95
(Central Savannah River Area)
Spartanburg MSA (The Upstate) Spartanburg County 163
Myrtle Beach-North Myrtle Beach MSA
Horry County 176
(The Grand Strand)
Florence MSA Florence & Darlington Counties 206
Anderson MSA (The Upstate) Anderson County 227
Sumter MSA Sumter County 372
Bennettsville Micro | Marlboro County X
Chester Micro | Chester County X
Dillon Micro | Dillon County X
Gaffney Micro | Cherokee County X
Georgetown Micro | Georgetown County X
Greenwood Micro | Greenwood County X
Hilton Head Island-Beaufort Micro | Beaufort & Jasper Counties X
Lancaster Micro | Lancaster County X
Newberry Micro | Newberry County X
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Orangeburg Micro | Orangeburg County X
Seneca Micro | Oconee County X
Union Micro | Union County X
Walterboro Micro | Colleton County X
Tennessee County / Counties Metro Ranking | Multiple States
Nashville-Davidson-Murfreesboro- Davidson, Cannon, Cheatham, Dickson, Hickman, Macon, Robertson, Rutherford, 39
Franklin MSA (The Mid-State) Smith, Sumner, Trousdale, Williamson & Wilson Counties
Memphis TN-MS-AR (The Mid-South] Fayette, thelby, TiPton Counties, TN & Crittenden County, AR & DeSoto, Marshall, 41 v
Tate, Tunica Counties, MS
Knoxville MSA (East Tennessee) Anderson, Blount, Knox, Loudon & Union Counties 75
Chattanooga TN-GA MSA (Scenic City / . . . . .
Tennessee Valley) Hamilton, Marion, Sequatchie Counties, TN & Catoosa, Dade, Walker Counties, GA 97 v
Kingsport-Bristol-Bristol TN-VA MSA Hawkins, Sullivan Counties, TN & Scott, Washington Counties, VA & City of Bristol, 159 v
(The Tri-Cities) VA
Clarksville TN-KY MSA Montgomery, Stewart Counties, TN & Christian, Trigg Counties, KY 169 v
Johnson City MSA (The Tri-Cities) Carter, Unicoi & Washington Counties 211
Morristown MSA Grainger, Hamblen & Jefferson Counties 294
Jackson MSA Chester & Madison Counties 352
Cleveland MSA Bradley & Polk Counties 355
Athens Micro | McMinn County X
Brownsville Micro | Haywood County X
Columbia Micro | Maury County X
Cookeville Micro | Jackson, Overton & Putnam Counties X
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Crossville Micro | Cumberland County X

Dyersburg Micro | Dyer County X

Greeneville Micro | Greene County X

Harriman Micro | Roane County X

Humboldt Micro | Gibson County X

La Follette Micro | Campbell County X

Lawrenceburg Micro | Lawrence County X

Lewisburg Micro | Marshall County X

Martin Micro | Weakley County X

McMinnville Micro | Warren County X

Newport Micro | Cocke County X

Paris Micro | Henry County X

Sevierville Micro | Sevier County X

Shelbyville Micro | Bedford County X

Tullahoma Micro | Coffee, Franklin & Moore Counties X

Union City TN-KY Micro | Obion County, TN & Fulton County, KY X

I T —
REGION IV TOTALS METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS MICROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS TOTAL URBAN STATISTICAL AREAS

Alabama 12 13 25
Florida 20 10 30
Georgia 15 22 37
Kentucky 9 17 26
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Mississippi 5 19 24
North Carolina 15 26 41
Puerto Rico 8 5 13
South Carolina 10 13 23
Tennessee 10 20 30
REGION IV TOTALS 98 142 240
FTA REGION V
METRO AREA | AREA LOCATED
METROPOLITAN / MICROPOLITAN AREA CouNTY / COUNTIES NATIONAL IN MULTIPLE
RANKING STATES
lllinois
Chicago-Naperville-Joliet IL-IN-WI MSA i .
. . Cook, DeKalb, DuPage, Grundy, Kane, Kendall, McHenry, Will, Lake Counties, IL &
(Chicago Metropolitan Area / 3 v

. Jasper, Lake, Newton, Porter Counties, IN & Kenosha County, WI
Chicagoland)

. Bond, Calhoun, Clinton, Jersey, Macoupin, Madison, Monroe, St. Clair Counties, IL
St. Louis MO-IL MSA . . . i

. & Crawford, Franklin, Jefferson, Lincoln, St. Charles, St. Louis, Warren, Washington 18 v
(Greater St. Louis)

Counties, St. Louis City, MO

Davenport-Moline-Rock Island IA-IL .
. Henry, Mercer, Rock Island Counties, IL & Scott County, IA 132 v
MSA (Quad Cities)
Peoria MSA Marshall, Peoria, Stark, Tazewell & Woodford Counties 133
Rockford MSA (The Rock River Valley) Boone & Winnebago Counties 140

Champaign-Urbana MSA (Chambana /

cu) Champaign, Ford & Platt Counties 193
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Springfield MSA Menard & Sangamon Counties 198
Bloomington-Normal MSA McLean County 239
Kankakee-Bradley MSA Kankakee County 356
Decatur MSA Macon County 359
Danville MSA Vermillion County 438

Burlington IA-IL Micro | Henderson County, IL & Des Moines County, IA X

Canton Micro | Fulton County X

Cape Giradeau-Jackson MO-IL Micro | Alexander County, IL & Cape Giradeau, Bollinger Counties, MO X

Carbondale Micro | Jackson County X

Centralia Micro | Marion County X

Charleston-Mattoon Micro | Coles & Cumberland Counties X

Dixon Micro | Lee County X

Effingham Micro | Effingham County X

Freeport Micro | Stephenson County X

Galesburg Micro | Knox & Warren Counties X

Harrisburg Micro | Saline County X

Jacksonville Micro | Morgan & Scott Counties X

Lincoln Micro | Logan County X

Macomb Micro | McDonough County X

Marion-Herrin Micro | Williamson County X

Mount Vernon Micro | Hamilton & Jefferson Counties X
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Ottawa-Streator Micro | Bureau, La Salle & Putnam Counties X
Paducah KY-IL Micro | Massac County, IL & Ballard, Livingston, McCracken Counties, KY X v
Pontiac Micro | Livingston County X
Quincy IL-MO Micro | Adams County, IL & Lewis County, MO X v
Rochelle Micro | Ogle County X
Sterling Micro | Whiteside County X
Taylorville Micro | Christian County X

Indiana

County / Counties

Metro Ranking

Multiple States

Chicago-Naperville-Joliet IL-IN-WI MSA

Cook, DeKalb, DuPage, Grundy, Kane, Kendall, McHenry, Will, Lake Counties, IL &

(Chicago Metropolitan Area / . 3 v

. Jasper, Lake, Newton, Porter Counties, IN & Kenosha County, WI
Chicagoland)

o L Dearborn, Franklin, Ohio Counties, IN & Boone, Bracken, Campbell, Gallatin, Grant,
Cincinnati-Middletown OH-KY-IN MSA . .
o . . Kenton, Pendleton Counties, KY & Brown, Butler, Clermont, Hamilton, Warren 24 v
(Greater Cincinnati / The Tri-State) .
Counties, OH

Indianapolis-Carmel MSA (Nine-County Boone, Brown, Hamilton, Hancock, Hendricks, Johnson, Marion, Morgan, Putnam & 33
Region) Shelby Counties
Louisville-Jefferson County KY-IN MSA Clark, Floyd, Harrison, Washington Counties, IN & Bullitt, Henry, Jefferson, Meade, 4 v
(Kentuckiana) Nelson, Oldham, Shelby, Spencer, Trimble Counties, KY
Fort Wayne MSA (Northeast Indiana) Allen, Wells & Whitley Counties 117
Evansville, IN-Henderson, KY MSA Vanderburgh, Warrick, Gibson, Posey Counties, IN & Henderson, Webster Counties, 142 v
(Kentuckiana / Tri-State) KY
South Bend-Mishawaka IN-MI MSA

L St. Joseph, IN & Cass County, Ml 149 v
(Michiana)
Elkhart-Goshen MSA Elkhart County 208
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Lafayette MSA Benton, Carroll & Tippecanoe Counties 215
Bloomington MSA Greene, Monroe & Owen Counties 222
Terre Haute MSA (The Wabash Valley) Clay, Sullivan, Vermillion & Vigo Counties 236
Anderson MSA Madison County 303
Muncie MSA Delaware County 340
Michigan City-La Porte MSA LaPorte County 358
Kokomo MSA Howard & Tipton Counties 385
Columbus MSA Bartholomew County 462

Angola Micro | Steuben County X

Auburn Micro | DeKalb County X

Bedford Micro | Lawrence County X

Connersville Micro | Fayette County X

Crawfordsville Micro | Montgomery County X

Decatur Micro | Adams County X

Frankfort Micro | Clinton County X

Greensburg Micro | Decatur County X

Huntington Micro | Huntington County X

Jasper Micro | Dubois & Pike Counties X

Kendallville Micro | Noble County X

Logansport Micro | Cass County X

Madison Micro | Jefferson County X

Marion Micro | Grant County X
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New Castle Micro | Henry County X
North Vernon Micro | Jennings County X
Peru Micro | Miami County X
Plymouth Micro | Marshall County X
Richmond Micro | Wayne County X
Scottsburg Micro | Scott County X
Seymour Micro | Jackson County X
Vincennes Micro | Knox County X
Warsaw Micro | Kosciusko County X
Washington Micro | Daviess County X

Michigan

County / Counties

Metro Ranking

Multiple States

Detroit-Warren-Livonia MSA (Metro

. o Wayne, Lapeer, Livingston, Macomb, Oakland & St. Clair Counties 11

Detroit / Southeast Michigan)
Grand Rapids-Wyoming MSA (West . .

L Barry, lonia, Kent & Newaygo Counties) 66
Michigan / Grand Valley)
Lansing-East Lansing MSA (Mid- . .

L Clinton, Eaton & Ingham Counties 106
Michigan)
Flint MSA (Metro Detroit) Genesee County 111
Ann Arbor MSA (Metro Detroit) Washtenaw County 141
Kalamazoo-Portage MSA (West .

Lo Kalamazoo & Van Buren Counties 148
Michigan)
South Bend-Mishawaka IN-MI MSA

L St. Joseph, IN & Cass County, Mi 149 v
(Michiana)
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Holland-Grand Haven MSA (West

Lo Ottawa County 171
Michigan / Lakeshore)
Saginaw-Saginaw Township North MSA .
o . Saginaw County 202
(Greater Tri-Cities / Saginaw Valley)
Muskegon-Norton Shores MSA (West
L Muskegon County 229
Michigan / Lakeshore)
Jackson MSA (Mid-Michigan) Jackson County 244
Niles-Benton Harbor MSA (West .
L Berrien County 251
Michigan)
Monroe MSA (Metro Detroit) Monroe County 260
Battle Creek MSA (West Michigan) Calhoun County 293
Bay City MSA (Greater Tri-Cities) Bay County 363
Adrian Micro | Lenawee County X
Allegan Micro | Allegan County X
Alma Micro | Gratiot County X
Alpena Micro | Alpena County X
Big Rapids Micro | Mecosta County X
Cadillac Micro | Missaukee & Wexford Counties X
Coldwater Micro | Branch County X
Escanaba Micro | Delta County X
Houghton Micro | Houghton & Keweenaw Counties X
Iron Mountain MI-WI Micro | Dickinson County, Ml & Florence County, WI X
Marinette WI-MI Micro | Menominee County, Ml & Marinette County, WI X
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Marquette Micro | Marquette County X
Midland Micro | Midland County X

Mount Pleasant Micro | Isabella County X
Owosso Micro | Shiawassee County X

Sault Ste. Marie Micro | Chippewa County X
Sturgis Micro | St. Joseph County X
Traverse City Micro | Benzie, Grand Traverse, Kalkaska & Leelanau Counties X

Minnesota County / Counties Metro Ranking | Multiple States
Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington MN- Anoka, Carver, Chisago, Dakota, Hennepin, Isanti, Ramsey, Scott, Sherburne, 16 v
WI MSA (Twin Cities) Washington, Wright Counties, MN & Pierce, St. Croix Counties, WI
Duluth MN-WI MSA (Twin Ports) Canton, St. Louis Counties, MN & Douglas County, WI 164 v
Fargo ND-MN MSA (Fargo-Moorhead /
E-M) Clay County, MN & Cass County, ND 214 v
St. Cloud MSA Benton & Stearns Counties 220
Rochester MSA Olmstead, Dodge & Wabasha Counties 225
La Crosse WI-MN MSA Houston County, MN & La Crosse County, WI 305 v
Grand Forks ND-MN MSA (Grand Cities /
Greater Grand Forks) Polk County, MN& Grand Forks County, ND 393 v
Albert Lea Micro | Freeborn County X
Alexandria Micro | Douglas County X
Austin Micro | Mower County X
Bemidji Micro | Beltrami County X
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Faribault-Northfield Micro | Rice County X

Fairmont Micro | Martin County X

Fergus Falls Micro | Otter Tail County X

Hutchinson Micro | McLeod County X

Mankato-North Mankato Micro | Blue Earth & Nicollet Counties X

Marshall Micro | Lyon County X

New Ulm Micro | Brown County X

Owatonna Micro | Steele County X

Red Wing Micro | Goodhue County X
Whapeton ND-MN Micro | Wilkin County, MN & Richland County, ND X v

Willmar Micro | Kaniyohi County X

Winona Micro | Winona County X

Worthington Micro | Nobles County X

Ohio

County / Counties

Metro Ranking

Multiple States

Cincinnati-Middletown OH-KY-IN MSA

Brown, Butler, Clermont, Hamilton, Warren Counties, OH & Dearborn, Franklin,

o . . Ohio Counties, IN & Boone, Bracken, Campbell, Gallatin, Grant, Kenton, Pendleton 24 v

(Greater Cincinnati / The Tri-State) .
Counties, KY

Cleveland-Elyria-Mentor MSA (Greater
Cleveland / Northeast Ohio / The North | Cuyahoga, Geauga, Lake, Lorain & Medina Counties 25
Coast)
Columbus MSA Delaware, Fairfield, Franklin, Licking, Madison, Morrow, Pickaway & Union Counties 32
Dayton MSA (Miami Valley) Greene, Miami, Montgomery & Preble Counties 59
Akron MSA Portage & Summit Counties 71
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Toledo MSA (Metro Toledo) Fulton, Lucas, Ottawa & Wood Counties 79
Youngstown-Warren-Boardman OH-PA . .
MSA (Mahoning Valley) Mahoning, Trumbull Counties, OH & Mercer County, PA 88
Canton-Massillon MSA Carroll & Stark Counties 120
Huntington-Ashland WV-KY-OH MSA Lawrence County, OH & Boyd, Greenup Counties, KY & Cabell, Wayne Counties, WV 160
Parkersburg-Marietta-Vienna WV-OH . . .
MSA Washington County, OH & Pleasants, Wirt, Wood Counties, WV 249
Wheeling WV-OH MSA Belmont County, OH & Marshall, Ohio Counties, WV 277
Springfield MSA Clark County 287
Mansfield MSA Richland County 318
Weirton-Steubenville WV-OH MSA Jefferson County, OH & Brooke, Hancock Counties, WV 321
Lima MSA Allen County 368
Sandusky MSA Erie County 453
Ashland Micro | Ashland County X
Ashtabula Micro | Ashtabula County X
Athens Micro | Athens County X
Bellefontaine Micro | Logan County X
Bucyrus Micro | Crawford County X
Cambridge Micro | Guernsey County X
Celina Micro | Mercer County X
Chillicothe Micro | Ross County X
Coshocton Micro | Coshocton County X
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Defiance Micro | Defiance County X

East Liverpool-Salem Micro | Columbiana County X
Findlay Micro | Hancock County X

Fremont Micro | Dodge County X

Greenville Micro | Drake County X

Marion Micro | Marion County X

Mount Vernon Micro | Knox County X

New Philadelphia-Dover Micro | Tuscarawas County X
Norwalk Micro | Huron County X

Point Pleasant WV-OH Micro | Gallia County, OH & Mason County, WV X
Portsmouth Micro | Scioto County X

Sidney Micro | Shelby County X

Tiffin Micro | Seneca County X

Urbana Micro | Champaign County X

Van Wert Micro | Van Wert County X

Wapakoneta Micro | Auglaize County X
Washington Court House Micro | Fayette County X
Wilmington Micro | Clinton County X

Wooster Micro | Wayne County X

Zanesville Micro | Muskingum County X
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Wisconsin County / Counties Metro Ranking | Multiple States
Chicago-Naperville-Joliet IL-IN-WI MSA .

. . Kenosha County, WI & Cook, DeKalb, DuPage, Grundy, Kane, Kendall, McHenry, Will,
(Chicago Metropolitan Area / . . 3 v
. Lake Counties, IL & Jasper, Lake, Newton, Porter Counties, IN
Chicagoland)
Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington MN- Pierce, St. Croix Counties, WI & Anoka, Carver, Chisago, Dakota, Hennepin, Isanti, 16 v
WI MSA (Twin Cities) Ramsey, Scott, Sherburne, Washington, Wright Counties, MN
Milwaukee-Waukesha-West Allis MSA . . .
. Milwaukee, Ozaukee, Washington & Waukesha Counties 38
(Greater Milwaukee)
Madison MSA Dane, Columbia & lowa Counties 89
Green Bay MSA Brown, Kewaunee & Oconton Counties 153
Duluth MN-WI MSA (Twin Ports) Douglas County, WI & Canton, St. Louis Counties, MN 164 v
Appleton MSA (Fox Valley) Calumet & Outagamie Counties 195
Racine MSA Racine County 209
Oshkosh-Neenah MSA Winnegago County 247
Janesville MSA Rock County 250
Eau Claire MSA Chippewa & Eau Claire Counties 253
La Crosse WI-MN MSA La Crosse County, WI & Houston County, MN 305 v
Wausau MSA Marathon County 308
Sheboygan MSA Sheboygan County 342
Fond du Lac MSA Fond du Lac County 388
Baraboo Micro | Sauk County X
Beaver Dam Micro | Dodge County X
Beloit Micro | Beloit County X
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Iron Mountain MI-WI Micro | Florence County, WI &Dickinson County, Ml X v
Manitowoc Micro | Manitowoc County X

Marinette WI-MI Micro | Marinette County, WI & Menominee County, Ml X v
Marshfield-Wisconsin Rapids Micro | Wood County X
Menomonie Micro | Dunn County X
Merrill Micro | Lincoln County X
Monroe Micro | Green County X
Platteville Micro | Clinton County X
Stevens Point Micro | Portage County X
Watertown-Fort Atkinson Micro | Jefferson County X
Whitewater Micro | Walworth County X

FTA Office of Mobility Innovation

REGION V TOTALS METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS MICROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS TOTAL URBAN STATISTICAL AREAS
lllinois 11 23 34
Indiana 16 24 40
Michigan 15 18 33
Ohio 16 29 45
Minnesota 7 17 24
Wisconsin 15 13 28

REGION V TOTALS 73 122 195

June 2011



FTA Transit ITS Architecture Consistency Review — 2010 Update

Metropolitan & Micropolitan Areas in the United States (By FTA Region & State) - February 2010
FTA REGION VI
METRO AREA |AREA LOCATED
METROPOLITAN / MICROPOLITAN AREA COUNTY / COUNTIES NATIONAL IN MULTIPLE
RANKING STATES
Arkansas
. . Crittenden County, AR & DeSoto, Marshall, Tate, Tunica Counties, MS & Fayette,
Memphis TN-MS-AR (The Mid-South) _ _ 41 v
Shelby, Tipton Counties, TN
Little Rock-North Little Rock-Conway . . .
MSA Faulkner, Grant, Lonoke, Perry, Pulaski & Saline Counties 78
Fayetteville-Springdale-Rogers AR-MO . . .
Benton, Madison, Washington Counties, AR & McDonald County, MO 110 v
MSA (Northwest Arkansas)
Fort Smith AR-OK MSA Crawford, Franklin & Sebastian Counties, AR & LeFlore & Sequoyah Counties, OK 158 v
Texarkana TX-AR MSA (Arklatex) Miller County, AR & Bowie County, TX 296 v
Jonesboro MSA Craighead & Poinsett Counties 337
Pine Bluff MSA Jefferson, Cleveland & Lincoln Counties 377
Hot Springs MSA Garland County 398
Arkadelphia Micro | Clark County X
Batesville Micro | Independence County X
Blytheville Micro | Mississippi County X
Camden Micro | Ouachita & Calhoun Counties X
El Dorado Micro | Union County X
Forrest City Micro | St. Francis County X
Harrison Micro Boone & Newton Counties X
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Helena-West Helena Micro | Phillips County X
Hope Micro | Hempstead & Nevada Counties X

Magnolia Micro | Columbia County X

Mountain Home Micro Baxter County X
Paragould Micro | Greene County X
Russellville Micro | Pope & Yell Counties X

Searcy Micro | White County X

Louisia na Parish / Parishes Metro Ranking | Multiple States
New Orleans-Metairie-Kenner MSA Jefferson, Orleans, Plaquemines, St. Bernard, St. Charles, St. John the Baptist & St. 51

(Greater New Orleans) Tammany Parishes, LA
Baton Rouge MSA (Plantation Country Ascension, East Baton Rouge, West Baton Rouge, East Feliciana, Iberville, Livingston, 7

/ Capital Region / The 225) Pointe Coupee, St. Helena, West Feliciana Parishes
Shreveport-Bossier City MSA (Ark-La- . .

Tex) Bossier, Caddo & De Soto Parishes 127
Lafayette MSA (Cajun Heartland USA) Lafayette & St. Martin Parishes 173
Houma-Bayou Cane-Thibodaux MSA Lafourche & Terrebonne Parishes 203
Lake Charles MSA Calcasieu & Cameron Parishes 216
Monroe MSA Ouachita & Union Parishes 232
Alexandria MSA Rapides & Grant Parishes 265

Abbeville Micro | Vermillion Parish X
Bastrop Micro | Morehouse Parish X
Bogalusa Micro | Washington Parish X
Crowley Micro | Acadia Parish X
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DeRidder Micro | Beauregard Parish X
Fort Polk South Micro | Vernon Parish X
Hammond Micro | Tangipahoa Parish X
Jennings Micro | Jefferson Davis Parish X
Minden Micro | Webster Parish X
Morgan City Micro | St. Mary Parish X
Natchez MS-LA Micro | Concordia Parish, LA & Adams County, MS X v
Natchitoches Micro | Natchitoches Parish X
New Iberia Micro | Iberia Parish X
Opelousas-Eunice Micro | St. Landry Parish X
Pierre Part Micro | Assumption Parish X
Ruston Micro | Lincoln & Jackson Parishes X
Tallulah Micro | Madison Parish X

New Mexico

County / Counties

Metro Ranking

Multiple States

Albuquerque MSA (The Duke City /

ABQ/ Rio Grande Valley) Bernalillo, Sandoval, Torrance & Valencia Counties 60
Las Cruces MSA Dona Ana County 205
Santa Fe MSA (The City Different) Santa Fe County 282
Farmington MSA San Juan County 322

Alamagordo Micro | Otero County X
Carlsbad-Artesia Micro | Eddy County X
Clovis Micro | Curry County X
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Deming Micro Luna County X
Espanola Micro | Rio Arriba County X
Gallup Micro | McKinley County X
Grants Micro | Cibola County X
Hobbs Micro | Lea County X
Las Vegas Micro | San Miguel County X
Los Alamos Micro | Los Alamos County X
Portales Micro | Roosevelt County X
Roswell Micro | Chaves County X
Ruidoso Micro | Lincoln County X
Silver City Micro | Grant County X
Taos Micro | Taos County X

Oklahoma

County / Counties

Metro Ranking

Multiple States

Oklahoma City MSA (OKC Metro /

Greater OKC) Canadian, Cleveland, Grady, Lincoln, Logan, McCain & Oklahoma Counties 44
Tulsa MSA Creek, Okmulgee, Osage, Pawnee, Rogers, Tulsa & Wagoner Counties 53
Fort Smith AR-OK MSA LeFlore & Sequoyah Counties, OK & Crawford, Franklin & Sebastian Counties, AR 158 v
Lawton MSA Comanche County 343
Ada Micro | Pontotoc County X
Altus Micro | Jackson County X
Ardmore Micro | Carter & Love Counties X
Bartlesville Micro | Washington County X
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Duncan Micro | Stephens County X
Durant Micro | Bryan County X

Elk City Micro | Beckham County X
Enid Micro | Garfield County X
Guymon Micro | Texas County X
McAlester Micro | Pittsburg County X
Miami Micro | Ottawa County X
Muskogee Micro | Muskogee County X
Ponca City Micro | Kay County X
Shawnee Micro | Pottawatomie County X
Stillwater Micro | Payne County X
Tahlequah Micro | Cherokee County X
Woodward Micro | Woodward County X

Texas

County / Counties

Metro Ranking

Multiple States

Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington MSA (The
Metroplex / Dallas-Fort Worth

Collin, Dallas, Denton, Delta, Ellis, Hunt, Kaufman, Rockwall, Johnson, Parker, Tarrant

4

Metroplex / DFW Metroplex / North & Wise Counties
Texas)
Houston-Sugar Land-Baytown MSA Harris, Austin, Brazoria, Chambers, Liberty, Fort Bend, Galveston, Montgomery, San 6
(Greater Houston) Jacinto & Waller Counties
San Antonio MSA (Greater San Antonio) | Bexar, Atascosa, Bandera, Comal, Guadalupe, Kendall, Medina & Wilson Counties 28
Austin-Round Rock MSA (Greater Austin . . .

Travis, Williamson, Bastrop, Caldwell & Hays Counties 37

/ Central Texas)
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El Paso MSA El Paso County 68
McAllen-Edinburg Mission MSA (Rio )

Grande Valley) Hidalgo County 70
Corpus Christi MSA Aransas, Nueces & San Patricio Counties 115
Brownsville-Halingen MSA (Rio Grande

Valley) Cameron County 128
Beaumont-Port Arthur MSA (Golden . .

Triangle) Hardin, Jefferson & Orange Counties 131
Killeen-Temple-Fort Hood MSA Bell, Coryell & Lampasas Counties 134
Lubbock MSA Lubbock & Crosby Counties 167
Amarillo MSA Potter, Randall, Armstrong & Carson Counties 181
Laredo MS Webb County 184
Waco MSA McLennan County 190
Longview MSA Gregg, Rusk & Upshur Counties 200
College Station-Bryan MSA Brazos, Burleson, Robertson Counties 201
Tyler MSA Smith County 207
Abilene MSA Taylor, Callahan & Jones Counties 252
Wichita Falls MSA Wichita, Archer & Clay Counties 271
Texarkana TX-AR MSA (Arklatex) Bowie County, TX & Miller County, AR & 296
Odessa MSA Ector County 310
Midland MSA Midland County 317
Sherman-Denison MSA Grayson County 330
Victoria MSA Victoria, Calhoun & Goliad Counties 344
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San Angelo MSA Tom Green & Irion Counties 362
Alice Micro | Jim Wells County X
Andrews Micro | Andrews County X
Athens Micro | Henderson County X
Bay City Micro | Matagorda County X
Beeville Micro | Bee County X
Big Spring Micro | Howard County X
Bonham Micro | Fannin County X
Borger Micro | Hutchinson County X
Brenham Micro | Washington County X
Brownwood Micro | Brown County X
Corsicana Micro | Navarro County X
Del Rio Micro | Val Verde County X
Dumas Micro | Moore County X
Eagle Pass Micro | Maverick County X
El Campo Micro | Wharton County X
Fredericksburg Micro | Gillespie County X
Gainesville Micro | Cooke County X
Granbury Micro | Hood County X
Hereford Micro | Deaf Smith County X
Huntsville Micro | Walker County X
Jacksonville Micro | Cherokee County X
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Kerrville Micro | Kerr County X
Kingsville Micro | Kennedy & Kleberg Counties X
Lamesa Micro | Dawson County X
Levelland Micro | Hockley County X
Lufkin Micro | Angelina County X

Marshall Micro | Harrison County X
Mineral Wells Micro | Palo Pinto County X
Mount Pleasant Micro | Isabella County X
Nacogdoches Micro | Nacogdoches County X
Palestine Micro | Anderson County X
Pampa Micro | Gray & Roberts Counties X

Paris Micro | Henry County X

Pecos Micro | Reeves County X

Plainville Micro | Hale County X
Raymondville Micro | Willacy County X
Rio Grande City-Roma Micro | Starr County X
Snyder Micro | Scurry County X
Stephenville Micro | Erath County X
Sulphur Springs Micro | Hopkins County X
Sweetwater Micro | Nolan County X
Uvalde Micro | Uvalde County X

Vernon Micro | Wilbarger County X
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REGION VI TOTALS METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS | IMICROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS TOTAL URBAN STATISTICAL AREAS
Arkansas 8 14 22
Louisiana 8 17 25
New Mexico 4 15 19
Oklahoma 4 17 21
Texas 25 43 68
REGION VI TOTALS 47 106 153
FTA REGION VII
METRO AREA |AREA LOCATED
METROPOLITAN / MICROPOLITAN AREA CouNTY / COUNTIES NATIONAL IN MULTIPLE
RANKING STATES
lowa
Omaha-Council Bluffs NE-IA MSA Harrison, Mills, Pottawattamie Counties, IA & Cass, Douglas, Sarpy, Saunders, 61 v
(Omaha Metro) Washington Counties, NE
Des Moines-West Des Moines MSA . . .
. Dallas, Guthrie, Madison, Polk & Warren Counties 91
(Greater Des Moines / Central lowa)
Davenport-Moline-Rock Island IA-IL .
. Scott County, IA & Henry, Mercer, Rock Island Counties, IL 132 v
MSA (Quad Cities)
Cedar Rapids MSA Linn, Jones, Benton Counties 174
Waterloo-Cedar Falls MSA (Waterloo- .
Black Hawk, Bremer, Grundy Counties 243
Cedar Falls Metro / Cedar Valley)
lowa City MSA Johnson & Washington Counties 273
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Sioux City IA-NE-SD MSA (Siouxland) Woodbury County, IA & Dakota, Dixon Counties, NE & Union County, SD 283 v
Dubuque MSA Dubuque County 403
Ames MSA Story County 425
Boone Micro | Boone County X
Burlington IA-IL Micro Des Moines County, IA & Henderson County, IL X v
Clinton Micro | Clinton County X
Fort Dodge Micro | Webster County X
Fort Madison-Keokuk IA-MO Micro Lee County, IA & Clark County, MO X v
Marshalltown Micro | Marshall County X
Mason City Micro | Cerro Gordo & Worth Counties X
Muscatine Micro | Muscatine & Louisa Counties X
Newton Micro | Jasper County X
Oskaloosa Micro | Mahaska County X
Ottumwa Micro | Wapello County X
Pella Micro | Marion County X
Spencer Micro | Clay County X
Spirit Lake Micro | Dickinson County X
Storm Lake Micro Buena Vista County X
Kan sas County / Counties Metro Ranking | Multiple States
Kansas City MO-KS MSA (Greater Franklin, Johnson, Leavenworth, Linn, Miami, Wyandotte Counties, KS & Bates, 29 v
Kansas City) Caldwell, Cass, Clay, Clinton, Jackson, Lafayette, Platte, Ray Counties, MO
Wichita MSA Butler, Harvey, Sedgewick & Sumner Counties 84
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St. Joseph MO-KS MSA Doniphan County, KS & Andrew, Buchannan, DeKalb Counties, MO 320 v

Lawrence MSA Douglas County X
Topeka MSA Jackson, Jefferson, Osage, Shawnee & Wabaunsee Counties X
Atchison Micro | Atchison County X
Coffeyville Micro | Montgomery County X
Dodge City Micro | Ford County X
Emporia Micro | Chase & Lyon Counties X
Garden City Micro | Finney County X
Great Bend Micro Barton County X
Hays Micro | Ellis County X
Hutchinson Micro Reno County X
Liberal Micro | Seward County X
Manhattan Micro | Geary, Pottawatomie & Riley Counties X
McPherson Micro | McPherson County X
Parsons Micro Labette County X
Pittsburg Micro | Crawford County X
Salina Micro | Ottawa & Saline Counties X
Winfield Micro | Cowley County X

Missou ri County / Counties Metro Ranking | Multiple States

St. Louis MO-IL MSA (Greater St. Louis)

Crawford, Franklin, Jefferson, Lincoln, St. Charles, St. Louis, Washington, Warren
Counties, St. Louis City, MO & Bond, Calhoun, Clinton, Jersey, Macoupin, Madison,
Monroe, St. Clair Counties, IL

18

v
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Kansas City MO-KS MSA (Greater

Bates, Caldwell, Cass, Clay, Clinton, Jackson, Lafayette, Platte, Ray Counties, MO &

Kansas City) Franklin, Johnson, Leavenworth, Linn, Miami, Wyandotte Counties, KS 29
Fayetteville-Springdale-Rogers AR-MO . . .

MSA (Northwest Arkansas) McDonald County, MO & Benton, Madison, Washington Counties, AR 110
Springfield MSA (Ozarks) Christian, Dallas, Green, Polk, Webster Counties 114
Joplin MSA Jasper & Newton Counties 235
Columbia MSA (Mid-Missouri) Boone & Howard Counties 246
Jefferson City MSA Callaway, Cole, Montineau, Osage Counties 275
St. Joseph MO-KS MSA Andrew, Buchannan, DeKalb Counties, MO & Doniphan County, KS 320

Branson Micro | Tanney County X

Cape Giradeau-Jackson MO-IL Micro | Cape Giradeau, Bollinger Counties, MO & Alexander County, IL X
Farmington Micro | St. Francois County X

Fort Leonard Wood Micro | Pulaski County X

Fort Madison-Keokuk IA-MO Micro | Clark County, MO & Lee County, IA X
Hannibal Micro | Marion-Ralls County X

Kennett Micro | Dunklin County X

Kirksville Micro | Adair County X

Lebanon Micro | La Clede County X

Marshall Micro | Saline County X

Maryville Micro | Nodowax County X

Mexico Micro | Audrain County X

Moberly Micro | Randolph County X
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Poplar Bluff Micro | Butler County X
Quincy IL-MO Micro | Lewis County, MO & Adams County, IL X v

Rolla Micro | Phelps County X

Sedalia Micro | Pettis County X

Sikeston Micro | Scott, Mississippi, New Madrid Counties X

Warrensburg Micro | Johnson County X

West Plains Micro | Howell County X

Nebraska County / Counties Metro Ranking | Multiple States
Omaha-Council Bluffs NE-IA MSA Cass, Douglas, Sarpy, Saunders, Washington Counties, NE & Harrison, Mills, 61 v
(Omaha Metro) Pottawattamie Counties, IA
Lincoln MSA Lancaster & Seward Counties 156
Sioux City IA-NE-SD MSA (Siouxland) Dakota, Dixon Counties, NE & Woodbury County, IA & Union County, SD 283 v
Beatrice Micro | Gage County X
Columbus Micro | Platte County X
Fremont Micro Dodge County X
Grand Island Micro | Hall County X
Hastings Micro | Adams County X
Kearney Micro | Buffalo County X
Lexington Micro Dawson County X
Norfolk Micro | Madison County X
North Platte Micro | Lincoln County X
Scottsbluff Micro | Scotts Bluff County X
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REGION VII TOTALS METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS | IMICROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS TOTAL URBAN STATISTICAL AREAS
lowa 9 15 24
Kansas 5 15 20
Missouri 8 20 28
Nebraska 3 10 13
REGION VII TOTALS 21 59 80
e A
FTA REGION VIII
METRO AREA | AREA LOCATED
METROPOLITAN / MICROPOLITAN AREA CouUNTY / COUNTIES NATIONAL IN MULTIPLE
RANKING STATES
Colorado
Denver-Aurora MSA (The Front Range / | Adams, Arapahoe, Broomfield, Clear Creek, Denver, Douglas, Elbert, Gilpin, Jefferson 1
Denver Metro Area / Mile High Area) & Park Counties
Colorado Springs MSA (Pikes Peak .
Region) El Paso & Teller Counties 83
Boulder MSA Boulder County 157
Fort Collins-Loveland MSA Larimer County 159
Greeley MSA Weld County 179
Pueblo MSA Pueblo County 257
Grand Junction MSA (Grand Valley) Mesa County 290
Canon City Micro | Freemont County X
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Durango Micro | La Plata County X
Edwards Micro | Eagle County X
Fort Morgan Micro | Morgan County X
Montrose Micro | Montrose County X
Silverthorne Micro | Summit County X
Sterling Micro | Logan County X

Monta na County / Counties Metro Ranking | Multiple States

Billings MSA Carbon & Yellowstone Counties 266
Missoula MSA Missoula County 367
Great Falls MSA Cascade County 434

Bozeman Micro | Gallatin County X

Butte-Siver Bow Micro | Silver Bow County X

Havre Micro | Hill County X

Helena Micro | Lewis & Clark County X

Kalispell Micro | Flathead County X

North Dakota

County / Counties

Metro Ranking

Multiple States

Fargo ND-MN MSA (Fargo-Moorhead /
E-M) Cass County, ND & Clay County, MN 214 v
Bismarck-Mandan MSA (ND's Sister . .
. Burleigh & Morton Counties 373
Cities)
Grand Forks ND-MN MSA (Grand Cities /
Grand Forks County, ND & Polk County, MN 393 v
Greater Grand Forks)
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Dickinson Micro | Stark County X
Jamestown Micro | Stutsman County X
Minot Micro | Ward County X

Whapeton ND-MN Micro | Richland County, ND & Wilkin County, MN X v
Williston Micro | Williams County X

South Dakota

County / Counties

Metro Ranking

Multiple States

Sioux Falls MSA (The Sioux Empire) Lincoln, McCook, Minnehana & Turner Counties 191
Sioux City IA-NE-SD MSA (Siouxland) Union County, SD & Woodbury County, lowa & Dakota, Dixon Counties, NE 283 v

Rapid City MSA Meade & Pennington Counties 326

Aberdeen Micro | Brown & Edmunds Counties X

Brookings Micro | Brookings County X

Huron Micro | Beadle County X

Mitchell Micro | Davidson & Hanson Counties X

Pierre Micro | Hughes & Stanley Counties X

Spearfish Micro | Lawrence County X

Vermillion Micro | Clay County X

Watertown Micro | Codington & Hamlin Counties X

Yankton Micro | Yankton County X

Utah County / Counties Metro Ranking | Multiple States
Salt Lake City MSA (Wasatch Front) Salt Lake, Summit & Tooele Counties 48
Ogden-Clearfield MSA Davis, Morgan & Weber Counties 96
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Provo-Orem MSA (Utah Valley) Juab & Utah Counties 102
St. George MSA (Dixie Region) Washington County 299
Logan UT-ID MSA Cache County, UT & Franklin County, ID 324 v
Brigham City Micro | Box Elder County X
Cedar City Micro | Iron County X
Heber Micro | Wasatch County X
Price Micro | Carbon County X
Vernal Micro | Uintah County X

Wyoming County / Counties Metro Ranking | Multiple States
Cheyenne MSA Laramie County 421
Casper MSA Natrona County 475
Evanston Micro | Uinta County X
Gillette Micro | Campbell County X
Jackson WY-ID Micro | Teton County, WY & Teton County, ID X v
Laramie Micro | Albany County X
Riverton Micro | Fremont County X
Rock Springs Micro | Sweetwater County X
Sheridan Micro | Sheridan County X

REGION VIII TOTALS METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS MICROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS TOTAL URBAN STATISTICAL AREAS
Colorado 7 7 14
Montana 3 5 8
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North Dakota 3 5 8
South Dakota 3 9 12
Utah 5 5 10
Wyoming 2 7 9
REGION VIII TOTALS 23 38 61
e e O
FTA REGION IX
METRO AREA | AREA LOCATED
METROPOLITAN / MICROPOLITAN AREA CouNTY / COUNTIES NATIONAL IN MULTIPLE
RANKING STATES
Arizona
Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale MSA (Valley- . . .
of-the-Sun) Maricopa & Pinal Counties 13
Tucson MSA (The Old Pueblo) Pima County 52
Prescott MSA Yavapai County 196
Lake Havasu City-Kingman MSA Mohave County 210
Yuma MSA Yuma County 217
Flagstaff MSA Coconino County 316
Nogales Micro | Santa Cruz County X
Payson Micro | Gila County X
Safford Micro | Graham & Greenlee Counties X
Show Low Micro | Navajo County X
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Sierra Vista-Douglas Micro

Cochise County

X

California

County / Counties

Metro Ranking

Multiple States

Los Angeles-Long Beach-Santa Ana MSA

Los Angeles & Orange Counties 2
(Greater Los Angeles / The Southland)
San Francisco-Oakland-Fremont MSA . . .
. . Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, San Francisco & San Mateo Counties 12
(Bay Area / Northern California)
Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario MSA . . . .
. Riverside & San Bernardino Counties 14
(Inland Empire)
San Diego-Carlsbad-San Marcos MSA San Diego County 17
Sacramento-Arden-Arcade-Roseville .
El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento & Yolo Counties 26
MSA(Greater Sacramento)
San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara MSA . .
o San Benito & Santa Clara Counties 31
(Bay Area, South Bay, Silicon Valley)
Fresno MSA Fresno County 55
Oxnard-Thousand Oaks-Ventura MSA Ventura County 63
Bakersfield MSA Kern County 64
Stockton MSA San Joaquin County 76
Modesto MSA Stanislaus County 99
Santa Rosa-Petaluma MSA (Napa
. Sonoma County 104
Valley, Wine Country)
Visalia-Porterville MSA Tulare County 112
Vallejo-Fairfield MSA Solano County 118
Salinas MSA Monterey County 119
Santa Barbara-Santa Maria-Goleta MSA | Santa Barbara County 123
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San Luis Obispo-Paso Robles MSA San Luis Obispo County 168
Santa Cruz-Watsonville MSA Santa Cruz County 175
Merced MSA Merced County 178
Chico MSA Butte County 194
Redding MSA Shasta County 228
Yuba City MSA Yuba County-Sutter County 240
El Centro MSA Imperial County / Imperial Valley 248
Hanford-Corcoran MSA Kings County 268
Madera MSA Madera County 274
Napa MSA (Napa Valley, Wine Country) | Napa County 300

Clearlake Micro | Lake County X

Crescent City Micro | Del Norte County X

Eureka-Arcata-Fortuna Micro | Humboldt County X

Phoenix Lake-Cedar Ridge Micro | Tuolumne County X

Red Bluff Micro | Tehama County X

Susanville Micro | Lassen County X

Truckee-Grass Valley Micro | Nevada County X

Ukiah Micro | Mendocino County X

Guam

County / Counties

Metro Ranking

Multiple States

Hagatna (Capital) Micro

Hagatna (Capital City)

X
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Hawaii County / Counties Metro Ranking | Multiple States
Honolulu MSA (Oahu) Honolulu County 54
Hilo Micro | Hawaii County X
Kahului-Wailuku Micro | Maui County X
Kapaa Micro | Kauai County X
Nevada County / Counties Metro Ranking | Multiple States
Las Vegas-Paradise MSA (Las Vegas
Valley) Clark County 30
Reno-Sparks MSA Washoe & Storey Counties 116
Carson City MSA Carson City 567
Elko Micro | Elko & Eureka Counties X
Fallon Micro | Churchill County X
Femley Micro | Lyon County X
Gardnerville Ranchos Micro | Douglas County X
Pahrump Micro | Nye County X

REGION IX TOTALS METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS | IMICROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS TOTAL URBAN STATISTICAL AREAS
Arizona 6 5 11
California 26 8 34
Guam 0 1 1
Hawaii 1 3 4
Nevada 3 5 8
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REGION IX TOTALS

36 22

58

FTA REGION X
METRO AREA | AREA LOCATED
METROPOLITAN / MICROPOLITAN AREA COUNTY / COUNTIES NATIONAL IN MULTIPLE
RANKING STATES
Alaska Borough / Boroughs
Anchorage MSA (Anchorage L .
e Anchorage Municipality & Matanuska-Susitna Borough 137
Municipality)
Fairbanks MSA Fairbanks North Star Borough 394
Juneau Micro | Juneau City and Borough X
Ketchikan Micro | Ketchikan Gateway Borough X
Kodiak Micro | Kodiak Island Borough X

Idaho

County / Counties

Metro Ranking

Multiple States

Boise City-Nampa MSA (Treasure

Valley) Canyon & Ada Counties 86

Coeur d'Alene MSA Kootenai County 295

Logan UT-ID MSA Franklin County, ID & Cache County, UT 324 v
Idaho Falls MSA Bonneville & Jefferson Counties 329

Pocatello MSA Bannock & Power Counties 418

Lewiston ID-WA Nez Perce County, ID & Asotin County, WA 532 v

Blackfoot Micro | Bingham County X
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Burley Micro | Cassia & Minidoka Counties X
Jackson WY-ID Micro | Teton County, ID & Teton County, WY X v
Moscow Micro | Latah County X
Mountain Home Micro | Elmore County X
Ontario OR-ID Micro | Payette County, ID & Malheur County, WA X v
Rexburg Micro | Fremont & Madison Counties X
Twin Falls Micro | Jerome & Twin Falls Counties X

Oregon

County / Counties

Metro Ranking

Multiple States

Portland-Vancouver-Beaverton OR-WA

Clackamus, Columbia, Multnomah, Washington, Yamhill Counties, OR & Clark,

MSA (Greater Portland / Portland Metro . . 23 v
Area) Skamania Counties, WA
Salem MSA Marion County-Polk County 129
Eugene-Springfield MSA Lane County 144
Medford MSA Jackson County 204
Bend MSA Deschutes County 258
Corvallis MSA Benton County 436
Albany-Lebanon Micro | Linn County X
Astoria Micro | Clatsop County X
Brookings Micro | Curry County X
City of the Dales Micro | Wasco County X
Coos Bay Micro | Coos County X
Grants Pass Micro | Josephine County X
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Hood River Micro | Hood River County X
Klamath Falls Micro | Klamath County X
La Grande Micro | Union County X

Ontario OR-ID Micro | Malheur County, OR & Payette County, ID X v
Pendleton-Hermiston Micro | Morrow & Umatilla Counties X
Prineville Micro | Crook County X
Roseburg Micro | Douglas County X

Washington

County / Counties

Metro Ranking

Multiple States

Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue MSA (Puget

King, Pierce & Snohomish Counties 15
Sound)
Portland-Vancouver-Beaverton OR-WA . . . .
Clark, Skamania Counties, WA & Clackamus, Columbia, Multnomah, Washington,
MSA (Greater Portland / Portland . . 23 v
Yambhill Counties, OR
Metro Area)
Spokane MSA (Inland Empire / Pacific
Spokane County 107
Northwest)
Olympia MSA Thurston County 182
Bremerton-Silverdale MSA Kitsap County 183
Yakima MSA Yakima County 185
Kennewick-Pasco-Richland MSA (The . .
o Benton & Franklin Counties 188
Tri-Cities)
Bellingham MSA Whatcom County 212
Mount Vernon-Anacortes MSA Skagit County 338
Wenatchee MSA Chelan & Douglas Counties 364

FTA Office of Mobility Innovation

115

June 2011



FTA Transit ITS Architecture Consistency Review — 2010 Update

Metropolitan & Micropolitan Areas in the United States (By FTA Region & State) - February 2010

Longview MSA Cowlitz County 383

Lewiston ID-WA Asotin County, WA & Nez Perce County, ID 532 v

Aberdeen Micro | Grays Harbor County X

Centralia Micro | Lewis County X

Ellensburg Micro | Kittitas County X

Moses Lake Micro | Grant County X

Oak Harbor Micro | Island County X

Port Angeles Micro | Clallum County X

Pullman Micro | Whitman County X

Shelton Micro | Mason County X

Walla Walla Micro | Walla Walla County X

NATIONAL TOTALS

IMETROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS

REGION X TOTALS METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS |  IMICROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS TOTAL URBAN STATISTICAL AREAS
Alaska 2 3 5
Idaho 6 8 14
Oregon 6 13 19
Washington 12 9 21
REGION X TOTALS 24 32 56

IMICROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS

TOTAL URBAN STATISTICAL AREAS

REGION | TOTALS

15

13

28
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REGION Il TOTALS 18 15 33
REGION Il TOTALS 37 35 72
REGION IV TOTALS 98 142 240
REGION V TOTALS 73 122 195
REGION VI TOTALS 47 106 153
REGION VII TOTALS 21 59 80
REGION VIII TOTALS 23 38 61
REGION IX TOTALS 36 22 58
REGION X TOTALS 24 32 56
NATIONAL TOTALS 392 584 976
STATE TOTALS METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS MICROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS TOTAL URBAN STATISTICAL AREAS
Alabama 12 13 25
Alaska 2 3 5
Arizona 6 5 11
Arkansas 8 14 22
California 26 8 34
Colorado 7 7 14
Connecticut 4 2 6
Delaware 2 1 3
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Florida 20 10 30
Georgia 15 22 37
Guam 0 1 1
Hawaii 1 3 4
Idaho 6 8 14
lllinois 11 23 34
Indiana 16 24 40
lowa 9 15 24
Kansas 5 15 20
Kentucky 9 17 26
Louisiana 8 17 25
Maine 3 2 5
Maryland 6 4 10
Massachusetts 6 0 6
Michigan 15 18 33
Minnesota 7 17 24
Mississippi 5 19 24
Missouri 8 20 28
Montana 3 5 8
Nebraska 3 10 13
Nevada 3 5 8
New Hampshire 2 6 8
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New Jersey 7 0 7
New Mexico 4 15 19
New York 12 15 27
North Carolina 15 26 41
North Dakota 3 5 8
Ohio 16 29 45
Oklahoma 4 17 21
Oregon 6 13 19
Pennsylvania 16 21 37
Puerto Rico 8 5 13
Rhode Island 1 0 1
South Carolina 10 13 23
South Dakota 3 9 12
Tennessee 10 20 30
Texas 25 43 68
Utah 5 5 10
Vermont 1 5 6
Virginia 11 4 15
Washington 12 9 21
Washington, D.C. 1 0 1
West Virginia 10 6 16
Wisconsin 15 13 28
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Wyoming

2

7

9

NATIONAL TOTAL

392

584

976

NOTE: Because many metropolitan and micropolitan areas are located in multiple states and regions, the actual figure of statistical areas will be

less than the sum of each state or region.
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Appendix E.1: Statewide and Regional ITS Architectures Reviewed in 2010

STATEWIDE AND REGIONAL ITS ARCHITECTURES REVIEWED IN 2010

z

w

ARCHITECTURE '5 AREA Z 2 PRIMARY TRANSIT

) -
FTA REGION 1 7 ITS Architectures
Connecticut Statewide ITS Architecture (2005) CcT Statewide 1 Multiple
Greater Portland, Maine Regional ITS ME Portland-South Portland-Biddeford 1 Regional Transportation Program; Greater Portland Transit
Architecture (2001) MSA District (Metro)

Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (MBTA);
. . Boston-Cambridge-Quincy MA-NH Brockton Area Transit Authority (BATA); Lowell Regional
Eastern Regional ITS Architecture (2005) MA 1 . . . . .
MSA Transit Authority (LRTA); Merrimack Valley Regional Transit
Authority (MVRTA)
Springfield MSA

MA (Pioneer Valley - Hampshire, 1 Pioneer Valley Transit Authority (PVTA)

Western Regional ITS Architecture (2005) . .
Franklin & Hampden Counties)
MA Pittsfield MSA 1 Berkshire Regional Transit Authority (BRTA)
. . Statewide & Providence-New Rhode Island Public Transit Authority (RIPTA); Bonanza;
Rhode Island Statewide ITS Architecture (2005) RI . 1 .
Bedford-Fall River RI-MA MSA Assorted Ferries; URI Campus Shuttle

Vermont Statewide ITS Architecture (2005) VT Statewide 1 Multiple
Chittenden County Regional ITS Architecture . . . . .
(2005) VT Burlington-South Burlington MSA 1 Chittenden County Transportation Authority (CCTA)
FTA REGION 2 7 ITS Architectures
New Jersey Statewide ITS Architecture (2005) NJ Statewide 2 Multiple
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STATEWIDE AND REGIONAL ITS ARCHITECTURES REVIEWED IN 2010

z
w
ARCHITECTURE < AREA L8 PRIMARY TRANSIT
) -
New Jersey Transit; Port Authority of NY/NJ (PATH);
. New York-Northern New Jersey- . . . .
Northern New Jersey ITS Architecture (2005) NJ 2 Academy Lines; ShortLine; Suburban Transit Corporation;
Long Island NY-NJ-PA MSA .
Assorted Ferries
NJ Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington 5 Port Authority Transit Corp of PA and NJ (PATCO); BurLink
PA-NJ-DE-MD MSA Shuttle
NJ Trenton-Ewing MSA 2 Greater Mercer County TRADE; GMTMA
South Jersey-Delaware Valley Regional ITS Plan - - -
o South Jersey Transportation Authority; County of Atlantic
(2005) NJ Atlantic City-Hammonton MSA 2 .
Rural Transportation System
NJ Vineland-Millville-Bridgeton MSA 2 Cumberland Area Transit System
NJ Ocean City MSA 2 Fare Free Transportation
New York Statewide ITS Architecture (2005) NY Statewide 2 Multiple
. . Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA): MTA-NYCT,
NYSDOT Region 10 - Long Island Regional ITS New York-Northern New Jersey-
. ) NY 2 MTA-BUS; MTA-MNRR, MTA-LI Bus, MTA-LIRR; GTJC; Bee
Architecture (Nassau-Suffolk Counties) (2005) Long Island NY-NJ-PA MSA . .
Line; Suffolk County Transit
Buffalo-Niagara Bi-National Regional ITS . . . . .
. . NY Buffalo-Niagara Falls, MSA 2 Niagara Frontier Transportation Authority (NFTA)
Architecture Program (2005) (Southern Ontario
Capital District Regional ITS Architecture (2003) NY Albany, Schenectady, Troy MSA 2 Capital District Transportation Authority (CDTA)
FTA REGION 3 5 ITS Architectures
DC 3 Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA)
Metropolitan Washington ITS Architecture MD Washington-Arlington-Alexandria 3 Ride-On; The Bus; Transit; VanGO
(2005) VA DC-VA-MD-WV MSA 3 WMATA,; Fairfax Connector; PRTC-OmniRide; VA Railway
Express (VRE); Fredericksburg Regional Transit (FRED
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STATEWIDE AND REGIONAL ITS ARCHITECTURES REVIEWED IN 2010

z
w
ARCHITECTURE < AREA L8 PRIMARY TRANSIT
) -
Maryland Statewide ITS Architecture (2005) MD Statewide 3 Multiple
Port Authority of Allegheny County (PAT) / Beaver Count
PA Pittsburgh MSA 3 . y' gheny v (PAT)/ y
Transit Authority (BCTA); FACT; MMVTA
Southwestern Regional ITS Architecture (2005)
. New Castle Area Transit; Ellwood City Transit; Allied
PA New Castle Micro 3 . .
Coordinated Transport Services
PA Youngstown-Warren-Boardman 3 Shenango Valley Shuttle Service / Mercer County
OH-PA MSA Community Transit
PA Erie MSA 3 EMTA (Erie Metro)
Northwest Regional ITS Architecture (2005) - - -
PA Meadville Micro 3 Crawford Area Transport Authority (CATA)
PA Qil City Micro 3 VenanGO Bus (VGB)
PA Warren Micro 3 Transit Authority of Warren County (TAWC)
West Virginia Statewide ITS Architecture (2006) WV Statewide 3 Multiple
FTA REGION 4 7 ITS Architectures
Florida Statewide ITS Architecture & Standards . .
FL Statewide 4 Multiple
(2006)
. Jacksonville Transport Authority (JTA); St. Johns River Ferry;
FL Jacksonville MSA 4 .
St. Johns County Transit
ITS Regional Architecture for Northeast Florida FL Gainesville MSA 2 GRTA; Alachua County Transit
(FDOT District 2)
FL Lake City Micro 4 7??
FL Palatka Micro 4 Ride Solution; Putnam County Transit
Atlanta Regional ITS Architecture (2004) GA Atlanta-Sandy Springs-Marietta 4 Metro Area Rapid Transit Authority (MARTA); MetroVan;
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STATEWIDE AND REGIONAL ITS ARCHITECTURES REVIEWED IN 2010

z
w
ARCHITECTURE < AREA L8 PRIMARY TRANSIT
) -
(Atlanta Regional Commission) MSA GRTA; CCT; GCT; DCR; C-TRAN
Kentucky Statewide ITS Architecture (2003 KY Statewide 4 Multiple
Mississippi Statewide ITS Architecture (2008) MS Statewide 4 Multiple
. . Jatran; Copiah County Human Resource Agency; Madison
Central Region ITS Architecture (2008) MS Jackson MSA 4
County HRA
. . Guilford County Transportation Dept; Greensboro Transit
NC Greensboro-High Point MSA 4 . .
Authority (GTA); HiTran; RCCOA; PART; RCATS; ARTS
NC Winston-Salem MSA 4 Winston-Salem Transit Authority (WSTA); YVTA
NC Burlington MSA 4 ACTA
Triad ITS Strategic Deployment Plan / Regional NC Mount Airy Micro 2 2722
Report (2001)
NC Salisbury Micro 4 Salisbury Transit (RTS); CTS; Share-A-Ride
NC Thomasville-Lexington Micro 4 Davidson County Transportation
NC Caswell County (Yanceyville) 4 Caswell County Area Transport System
NC Person County (Roxboro) 4 Person Area Transport Services (PATS)
FTA REGION 5 7 ITS Architectures
Illinois Statewide ITS Architecture (2003) IL Statewide 5 Multiple
L . Chicago-Naperville-Joliet IL-IN-WI . . .
Northeast lllinois ITS Architecture (2003) IL MSA 5 Regional Transit Authority (RTA) — CTA, Metra, Pace
o . . . D-DOT; Suburban Metropolitan Area Regional
Southeast Michigan COG / University Regional . L . .
. Mi Detroit-Warren-Livonia MSA 5 Transportation (SMART); Detroit People Mover; Blue Water
ITS Architecture (2008) AreaT t
rea Transi
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STATEWIDE AND REGIONAL ITS ARCHITECTURES REVIEWED IN 2010

z
w
ARCHITECTURE < AREA L8 PRIMARY TRANSIT
) -
Ml Ann Arbor MSA 5 The Ride - Ann Arbor Transportation Authority
MI Kalamazoo-Portage MSA 5 Metro Transit; Care-A-Van; VanBuren Public Transit
MI Monroe MSA 5 Milan Public Transit; Lake Erie Transit
. . . . . The Rapid - Interurban Transit Partnership (ITP); Barry
Grand Rapids Regional ITS Architecture (2006) Ml Grand Rapids-Wyoming MSA 5 .
County Transit
Minnesota Statewide ITS Architecture (2009) MN Statewide 5 Multiple
Miami Valley RTA; Miami County Public Transit; Greene
OH Dayton MSA 5 .
County Transit Board
Miami Valley Regional ITS Architecture (2003)
L Springfield City Area Transit; Elderly United of Springfield &
OH Springfield MSA 5
Clark County
Metro Regional Transit Authority (METRO / Metro RTA);
OH Akron MSA 5
PARTA; PACT
Akron Regional ITS Architecture (2003)
. Stark Area Regional Transit Authority (SARTA); Carroll
OH Canton-Massillon MSA 5 .
County Transit
FTA REGION 6 7 ITS Architectures
Louisiana Statewide ITS Architecture (2003) LA Statewide 6 Multiple
Shreveport-Bossier City Regional ITS o Shreveport Transit System (SporTran); Bossier COA; Bossier
. LA Shreveport-Bossier City MSA 6 . . .
Architecture (2003) Parish Public Transit; Caddo COA
New Mexico Statewide ITS Architecture (2007) NM Statewide 6 Multiple
Oklahoma Statewide ITS Architecture (2003) OK Statewide 6 Multiple
Oklahoma City Area Regional Transportation OK Oklahoma City MSA 6 | MetroTransit (Central OK Transportation & Parking
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STATEWIDE AND REGIONAL ITS ARCHITECTURES REVIEWED IN 2010

z
w
ARCHITECTURE < AREA L8 PRIMARY TRANSIT
) -
Study (OCARTS) ITS Architecture (2003) Authority — COTPA); Cleveland Area Regional Transit
. . Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris County (Houston
Houston Regional ITS Architecture (2003) TX Houston-Sugar Land-Baytown MSA 6 Metro)
etro
. . . . CapMetro (Capital Metro Transport System); CARTS (Capital
Austin Regional ITS Architecture (TxDOT) (2006) TX Austin-Round Rock MSA 6
Area Rural Transport System)
FTA REGION 7 7 ITS Architectures
lowa Statewide ITS Architecture (2007) IA Statewide 7 Multiple
1A Ames MSA 7 Cyride (Ames Transit Agency)
Ames Area MPO Regional ITS Architecture . PeopleRIDES (Central lowa RTS Region 6); Marshalltown
1A Marshalltown Micro 7 . .
(2006) Muni Transit
1A Boone Micro 7 Boone County Transportation
Kansas Statewide ITS Architecture (2007) KS Statewide 7 Multiple
Wichita-Sedwick County Regional ITS o Wichita Transit; Mid-KS Transit District #13; Coordinated
. KS Wichita MSA 7 .
Architecture (2006) (WSMAPC) Transit District #12
Missouri Statewide High Level ITS Architecture . .
MO Statewide 7 Multiple
(2003) (MoDOT)
KC Area Transportation Authority (KCATA); Liberty Access;
MO 7 Univ of MO-KC Transport Svs; Excelsor Springs Omnibus;
Kansas City Regional ITS Architecture (2008
(MARC) yhes ( ) Kansas City MO-KS MSA Jackson County DOT
Ks ; The JO (Johnson County Transit); The Bus (Wyandotte
County); Franklin COA; Leavenworth COA
Council Bluffs Regional ITS Architecture (2004) NE Omaha-Council Bluffs NE-IA MSA 7 Omaha Metro Area Transit Auth (MAT); Saunders County
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STATEWIDE AND REGIONAL ITS ARCHITECTURES REVIEWED IN 2010

z
w
ARCHITECTURE < AREA L8 PRIMARY TRANSIT
) -
HandiVan
A ; SWITS (SW lowa Transit Agency-Region 13); Council Bluffs
Special Transit Service
FTA REGION 8 7 ITS Architectures
co Denver-Aurora MSA 8 Regional Transit District (RTD); Lakewood Rides
ITS Architecture for the Denver Regional Area _ : _ : : :
(DRCOG & CDOT Reg 6) (2007) o Boulder MSA 8 Special Transit; Univ of CO Transportation Services; Zip
Shuttle
. Springs Transit (Mountain Metro Transit); Silver Key
Cco Colorado Springs MSA 8 .
Services; Front Range Express
CO Bluesky Enterprise; Pueblo Transit; Senior Reservation
ITS Architecture for Southeastern CO (CDOT Reg | CO Pueblo MSA 8
Development Agency
1 & 2) (2006)
CcO Canon City Micro 8 RIDE Transit Service
. . Summit Stage; Copper Mountain Resort Transport; Keystone
co Silverthorne Micro 8 . .
Resort Transport; Breckenridge Free Ride
. Transfort; VanGO; Loveland Transit (COLT); Larimer County
Cco Fort Collins-Loveland MSA 8 . .
Senior & Rural Transport Services
CDOT Region 4 ITS Architecture (2004) North Cco Greeley MSA 8 Weld County Transport Services; The Bus
Front Range MPO
Cco Fort Morgan Micro 8 County Express (Northeast CO Transit Authority)
co Sterling Micro 8 7??
Montana Statewide ITS Architecture (2004) MT Statewide 8 Multiple
North Dakota Statewide ITS Architecture (2009) ND Statewide 8 Multiple
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STATEWIDE AND REGIONAL ITS ARCHITECTURES REVIEWED IN 2010

z
w
ARCHITECTURE < AREA L8 PRIMARY TRANSIT
) -
South Dakota Statewide ITS Architecture (2003) SD Statewide 8 Multiple
uT Salt Lake City MSA 8 Utah Transit Authority (UTA); UTA - Commuter Rail
Salt Lake Region ITS Architecture (WFRC) (2000)
uT Heber Micro 8 ?7??
FTA REGION 9 4 ITS Architectures
California Statewide ITS Architecture (2005) CA Statewide 9 Multiple
LACMTA (Metro); Orange County Transportation Authority
. Los Angeles-Long Beach-Santa Ana . .
Los Angeles County ITS Architecture (2005) CA MSA 9 (OCTA); Access Svs; LA DOT; Foothill Transit; Long Beach
Transit; Big Blue Bus; MetroLink
Oahu Regional ITS Architecture (2003) HI Honolulu MSA 9 The Bus (Oahu Transit); Vanpool Hawaii; Hawaii Superferry
Nevada Statewide ITS Architecture . .
NV Statewide 9 Multiple
Development Process (2005)
FTA REGION 10 7 ITS Architectures
Alaska Arch Update (2008) AK Statewide 10 | Multiple
Muni Of Anchorage (MOA-Central Region) ITS Anchorage Transit System (The Ride/PeopleMover); Alaska
AK Anchorage MSA 10
(2008) RR Corp; VPSI-Anchorage
. . . . Valley Regional Transit; Treasure Valley Transit; Diamond
Boise "Treasure Valley" Regional ITS (2005) ID Boise City-Nampa MSA 10
Express Shuttle
Oregon Statewide ITS Architecture & Concept . .
OR Statewide 10 Multiple
Plan (ODOT) (2006)
Clackamus County Regional ITS Architecture OR Portland-Vancouver-Beaverton OR- 10 Tri-County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Tri-Met);
(Portland-Vancouver) (2003) WA MSA SMART
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STATEWIDE AND REGIONAL ITS ARCHITECTURES REVIEWED IN 2010

z
w
ARCHITECTURE < AREA L8 PRIMARY TRANSIT
) -
WA 10 C-TRAN (Clark County Public Transport); Skamania County
Transit & Senior Services
Washington State Statewide ITS Architecture . .
WA Statewide 10 Multiple
(WSDOT) (2006)
KC Metro; CT; Pierce Transit; Sound Transit; Everett Transit;
WA Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue MSA 10
Puget Sound Region (Northwest Region) (2006) WSF
WA Bremerton-Silverdale MSA 10 Kitsap Transit; ACCESS Paratransit Services
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Appendix E.2: Statewide and Regional ITS Architectures (2010) (Under Development)

STATEWIDE AND REGIONAL ITS ARCHITECTURES REVIEWED IN 2010

z
L
ARCHITECTURE < AREA L8 PRIMARY TRANSIT
) -
FTA REGION 1 7 ITS Architectures
Connecticut Statewide ITS Architecture (2005) CcT Statewide 1 Multiple
Greater Portland, Maine Regional ITS ME Portland-South Portland- 1 Regional Transportation Program; Greater Portland Transit
Architecture (2001) Biddeford MSA District (Metro)
Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (MBTA);
. . Boston-Cambridge-Quincy MA-NH Brockton Area Transit Authority (BATA); Lowell Regional
Eastern Regional ITS Architecture (2005) MA 1 . . ) . .
MSA Transit Authority (LRTA); Merrimack Valley Regional Transit
Authority (MVRTA)
Springfield MSA
MA (P]oneer Va”ey - Hampshire, 1 Pioneer Valley Transit Authority (PVTA)
Western Regional ITS Architecture (2005) . .
Franklin & Hampden Counties)
MA Pittsfield MSA 1 Berkshire Regional Transit Authority (BRTA)
. . Statewide & Providence-New Rhode Island Public Transit Authority (RIPTA); Bonanza;
Rhode Island Statewide ITS Architecture (2005) RI . 1 .
Bedford-Fall River RI-MA MSA Assorted Ferries; URI Campus Shuttle
Vermont Statewide ITS Architecture (2005) VT Statewide 1 Multiple
Chittenden County Regional ITS Architecture . . . . .
(2005) VT Burlington-South Burlington MSA 1 Chittenden County Transportation Authority (CCTA)
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STATEWIDE AND REGIONAL ITS ARCHITECTURES REVIEWED IN 2010

z
L
ARCHITECTURE < AREA Z 8 PRIMARY TRANSIT
L
Z &
FTA REGION 2 7 ITS Architectures
New Jersey Statewide ITS Architecture (2005) NJ Statewide 2 Multiple
New Jersey Transit; Port Authority of NY/NJ (PATH);
. New York-Northern New Jersey- . . . .
Northern New Jersey ITS Architecture (2005) NJ 2 Academy Lines; ShortLine; Suburban Transit Corporation;
Long Island NY-NJ-PA MSA .
Assorted Ferries
NJ Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington ) Port Authority Transit Corp of PA and NJ (PATCO); BurLink
PA-NJ-DE-MD MSA Shuttle
NJ Trenton-Ewing MSA 2 Greater Mercer County TRADE; GMTMA
South Jersey-Delaware Valley Regional ITS Plan - - -
L South Jersey Transportation Authority; County of Atlantic
(2005) NJ Atlantic City-Hammonton MSA 2 .
Rural Transportation System
NJ Vineland-Millville-Bridgeton MSA 2 Cumberland Area Transit System
NJ Ocean City MSA 2 Fare Free Transportation
New York Statewide ITS Architecture (2005) NY Statewide 2 Multiple
. . Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA): MTA-NYCT,
NYSDOT Region 10 - Long Island Regional ITS New York-Northern New Jersey-
. . NY 2 MTA-BUS; MTA-MNRR, MTA-LI Bus, MTA-LIRR; GTJC; Bee
Architecture (Nassau-Suffolk Counties) (2005) Long Island NY-NJ-PA MSA . .
Line; Suffolk County Transit
Buffalo-Niagara Bi-National Regional ITS . . . . .
. . NY Buffalo-Niagara Falls, MSA 2 Niagara Frontier Transportation Authority (NFTA)
Architecture Program (2005) (Southern Ontario
Capital District Regional ITS Architecture (2003) NY Albany, Schenectady, Troy MSA 2 Capital District Transportation Authority (CDTA)
FTA REGION 3 5 ITS Architectures
Metropolitan Washington ITS Architecture DC Washington-Arlington-Alexandria 3 Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA)

FTA Office of Mobility Innovation

131

June 2011




FTA Transit ITS Architecture Consistency Review — 2010 Update

STATEWIDE AND REGIONAL ITS ARCHITECTURES REVIEWED IN 2010

z
L
ARCHITECTURE < AREA Z 8 PRIMARY TRANSIT
) -
(2005) MD DC-VA-MD-WV MSA 3 Ride-On; The Bus; Transit; VanGO
VA 3 WMATA; Fairfax Connector; PRTC-OmniRide; VA Railway
Express (VRE); Fredericksburg Regional Transit (FRED
Maryland Statewide ITS Architecture (2005) MD Statewide 3 Multiple
Port Authority of Allegheny County (PAT) / Beaver Count
PA Pittsburgh MSA 3 . y' gheny v ) y
Transit Authority (BCTA); FACT; MMVTA
Southwestern Regional ITS Architecture (2005)
. New Castle Area Transit; Ellwood City Transit; Allied
PA New Castle Micro 3 . .
Coordinated Transport Services
PA Youngstown-Warren-Boardman 3 Shenango Valley Shuttle Service / Mercer County
OH-PA MSA Community Transit
PA Erie MSA 3 EMTA (Erie Metro)
Northwest Regional ITS Architecture (2005) - - -
PA Meadville Micro 3 Crawford Area Transport Authority (CATA)
PA QOil City Micro 3 VenanGO Bus (VGB)
PA Warren Micro 3 Transit Authority of Warren County (TAWC)
West Virginia Statewide ITS Architecture . .
wv Statewide 3 Multiple
(2006)
FTA REGION 4 7 ITS Architectures
Florida Statewide ITS Architecture & Standards . .
FL Statewide 4 Multiple
(2006)
ITS Regional Architecture for Northeast Florida . Jacksonville Transport Authority (JTA); St. Johns River Ferry;
o FL Jacksonville MSA 4 .
(FDOT District 2) St. Johns County Transit
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STATEWIDE AND REGIONAL ITS ARCHITECTURES REVIEWED IN 2010

z
L
ARCHITECTURE < AREA Z 8 PRIMARY TRANSIT
) -
FL Gainesville MSA 4 GRTA; Alachua County Transit
FL Lake City Micro 4 7??
FL Palatka Micro 4 Ride Solution; Putnam County Transit
Atlanta Regional ITS Architecture (2004) GA Atlanta-Sandy Springs-Marietta 4 Metro Area Rapid Transit Authority (MARTA); MetroVan;
(Atlanta Regional Commission) MSA GRTA; CCT; GCT; DCR; C-TRAN
Kentucky Statewide ITS Architecture (2003 KY Statewide 4 Multiple
Mississippi Statewide ITS Architecture (2008) MS Statewide 4 Multiple
. . Jatran; Copiah County Human Resource Agency; Madison
Central Region ITS Architecture (2008) MS Jackson MSA 4
County HRA
. . Guilford County Transportation Dept; Greensboro Transit
NC Greensboro-High Point MSA 4 . .
Authority (GTA); HiTran; RCCOA; PART; RCATS; ARTS
NC Winston-Salem MSA 4 Winston-Salem Transit Authority (WSTA); YVTA
NC Burlington MSA 4 ACTA
Triad ITS Strategic Deployment Plan / Regional NC Mount Airy Micro 4 272
Report (2001)
NC Salisbury Micro 4 Salisbury Transit (RTS); CTS; Share-A-Ride
NC Thomasville-Lexington Micro 4 Davidson County Transportation
NC Caswell County (Yanceyville) 4 Caswell County Area Transport System
NC Person County (Roxboro) 4 Person Area Transport Services (PATS)
FTA REGION 5 7 ITS Architectures
Illinois Statewide ITS Architecture (2003) IL Statewide 5 Multiple
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STATEWIDE AND REGIONAL ITS ARCHITECTURES REVIEWED IN 2010

z
L
ARCHITECTURE < AREA Z 8 PRIMARY TRANSIT
L
Z &
L . Chicago-Naperville-Joliet IL-IN-WI . . .
Northeast Illinois ITS Architecture (2003) IL MSA 5 Regional Transit Authority (RTA) — CTA, Metra, Pace
D-DOT; Suburban Metropolitan Area Regional
Ml Detroit-Warren-Livonia MSA 5 Transportation (SMART); Detroit People Mover; Blue Water
. . . . Area Transit
Southeast Michigan COG / University Regional
ITS Architecture (2008) Ml Ann Arbor MSA 5 The Ride - Ann Arbor Transportation Authority
M Kalamazoo-Portage MSA 5 Metro Transit; Care-A-Van; VanBuren Public Transit
MI Monroe MSA 5 Milan Public Transit; Lake Erie Transit
. . . . . The Rapid - Interurban Transit Partnership (ITP); Barry
Grand Rapids Regional ITS Architecture (2006) Mi Grand Rapids-Wyoming MSA 5 .
County Transit
Minnesota Statewide ITS Architecture (2009) MN Statewide 5 Multiple
Miami Valley RTA; Miami County Public Transit; Greene
OH Dayton MSA 5 .
County Transit Board
Miami Valley Regional ITS Architecture (2003)
o Springfield City Area Transit; Elderly United of Springfield &
OH Springfield MSA 5
Clark County
Metro Regional Transit Authority (METRO / Metro RTA);
OH Akron MSA 5
PARTA; PACT
Akron Regional ITS Architecture (2003)
. Stark Area Regional Transit Authority (SARTA); Carroll
OH Canton-Massillon MSA 5 )
County Transit
FTA REGION 6 7 ITS Architectures
Louisiana Statewide ITS Architecture (2003) LA Statewide 6 Multiple
Shreveport-Bossier City Regional ITS LA Shreveport-Bossier City MSA 6 Shreveport Transit System (SporTran); Bossier COA; Bossier
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STATEWIDE AND REGIONAL ITS ARCHITECTURES REVIEWED IN 2010

z
L
ARCHITECTURE < AREA Z 8 PRIMARY TRANSIT
) -
Architecture (2003) Parish Public Transit; Caddo COA
New Mexico Statewide ITS Architecture (2007) NM Statewide 6 Multiple
Oklahoma Statewide ITS Architecture (2003) OK Statewide 6 Multiple
Oklahoma City Area Regional Transportation . MetroTransit (Central OK Transportation & Parking
. OK Oklahoma City MSA 6 . . .
Study (OCARTS) ITS Architecture (2003) Authority — COTPA); Cleveland Area Regional Transit
. . Houston-Sugar Land-Baytown Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris County (Houston
Houston Regional ITS Architecture (2003) TX 6
MSA Metro)
Austin Regional ITS Architecture (TxDOT) . CapMetro (Capital Metro Transport System); CARTS (Capital
TX Austin-Round Rock MSA 6
(2006) Area Rural Transport System)
FTA REGION 7 7 ITS Architectures
lowa Statewide ITS Architecture (2007) 1A Statewide 7 Multiple
1A Ames MSA 7 Cyride (Ames Transit Agency)
Ames Area MPO Regional ITS Architecture . PeopleRIDES (Central lowa RTS Region 6); Marshalltown
1A Marshalltown Micro 7 . .
(2006) Muni Transit
1A Boone Micro 7 Boone County Transportation
Kansas Statewide ITS Architecture (2007) KS Statewide 7 Multiple
Wichita-Sedwick County Regional ITS o Wichita Transit; Mid-KS Transit District #13; Coordinated
. KS Wichita MSA 7 o
Architecture (2006) (WSMAPC) Transit District #12
Missouri Statewide High Level ITS Architecture . .
MO Statewide 7 Multiple
(2003) (MoDOT)
. KC Area Transportation Authority (KCATA); Liberty Access;
Kansas City Regional ITS Architecture (2008) MO Kansas City MO-KS MSA 7 i P v ), ¥ )
Univ of MO-KC Transport Svs; Excelsor Springs Omnibus;
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STATEWIDE AND REGIONAL ITS ARCHITECTURES REVIEWED IN 2010

z
L
ARCHITECTURE < AREA Z 8 PRIMARY TRANSIT
) -
(MARC) Jackson County DOT
Ks ; The JO (Johnson County Transit); The Bus (Wyandotte
County); Franklin COA; Leavenworth COA
NE - Omaha Metro Area Transit Auth (MAT); Saunders County
HandiVan
Council Bluffs Regional ITS Architecture (2004) Omaha-Council Bluffs NE-IA MSA
A ; SWITS (SW lowa Transit Agency-Region 13); Council Bluffs
Special Transit Service
FTA REGION 8 7 ITS Architectures
co Denver-Aurora MSA 8 Regional Transit District (RTD); Lakewood Rides
ITS Architecture for the Denver Regional Area ' ' ' ' ' '
(DRCOG & CDOT Reg 6) (2007) o Boulder MSA 8 Special Transit; Univ of CO Transportation Services; Zip
Shuttle
. Springs Transit (Mountain Metro Transit); Silver Key
co Colorado Springs MSA 8 .
Services; Front Range Express
- Pueblo MSA 8 CO Bluesky Enterprise; Pueblo Transit; Senior Reservation
i ueblo
ITS Architecture for Southeastern CO (CDOT Development Agency
Reg 1 & 2) (2006)
co Canon City Micro 8 RIDE Transit Service
. . Summit Stage; Copper Mountain Resort Transport;
co Silverthorne Micro 8 . ]
Keystone Resort Transport; Breckenridge Free Ride
. Transfort; VanGO; Loveland Transit (COLT); Larimer County
co Fort Collins-Loveland MSA 8 . | .
CDOT Region 4 ITS Architecture (2004) North Senior & Rural Transport Services
Front Range MPO co Greeley MSA 8 Weld County Transport Services; The Bus
co Fort Morgan Micro 8 County Express (Northeast CO Transit Authority)
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STATEWIDE AND REGIONAL ITS ARCHITECTURES REVIEWED IN 2010

z
L
ARCHITECTURE < AREA Z 8 PRIMARY TRANSIT
L
Z &
co Sterling Micro 8 7??
Montana Statewide ITS Architecture (2004) MT Statewide 8 Multiple
North Dakota Statewide ITS Architecture . .
ND Statewide 8 Multiple
(2009)
South Dakota Statewide ITS Architecture . .
SD Statewide 8 Multiple
(2003)
Salt Lake Region ITS Architecture (WFRC) uT Salt Lake City MSA 8 Utah Transit Authority (UTA); UTA - Commuter Rail
(2000) uT Heber Micro 8 7??
FTA REGION 9 4 ITS Architectures
California Statewide ITS Architecture (2005) CA Statewide 9 Multiple

LACMTA (Metro); Orange County Transportation Authority
. Los Angeles-Long Beach-Santa Ana . .
Los Angeles County ITS Architecture (2005) CA 9 (OCTA); Access Svs; LA DOT; Foothill Transit; Long Beach

MSA L .
Transit; Big Blue Bus; MetroLink

Oahu Regional ITS Architecture (2003) HI Honolulu MSA 9 The Bus (Oahu Transit); Vanpool Hawaii; Hawaii Superferry
Nevada Statewide ITS Architecture . .

NV Statewide 9 Multiple
Development Process (2005)
FTA REGION 10 7 ITS Architectures
Alaska Arch Update (2008) AK Statewide 10 Multiple
Muni Of Anchorage (MOA-Central Region) ITS Anchorage Transit System (The Ride/PeopleMover); Alaska

AK Anchorage MSA 10
(2008) RR Corp; VPSI-Anchorage
Boise "Treasure Valley" Regional ITS (2005) ID Boise City-Nampa MSA 10 | valley Regional Transit; Treasure Valley Transit; Diamond
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STATEWIDE AND REGIONAL ITS ARCHITECTURES REVIEWED IN 2010

z
L
ARCHITECTURE < AREA Z 8 PRIMARY TRANSIT
) -
Express Shuttle
Oregon Statewide ITS Architecture & Concept . .
OR Statewide 10 Multiple
Plan (ODOT) (2006)
OR 10 Tri-County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Tri-
Clackamus County Regional ITS Architecture Portland-Vancouver-Beaverton Met); SMART
(Portland-Vancouver) (2003) WA OR-WA MSA 10 C-TRAN (Clark County Public Transport); Skamania County
Transit & Senior Services
Washington State Statewide ITS Architecture . .
WA Statewide 10 Multiple
(WSDOT) (2006)
KC Metro; CT; Pierce Transit; Sound Transit; Everett Transit;
WA Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue MSA 10
Puget Sound Region (Northwest Region) (2006) WSF
WA Bremerton-Silverdale MSA 10 Kitsap Transit; ACCESS Paratransit Services
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Appendix F: Transit Agencies and Other Transportation Providers in the United States (2010) (Under
Development)

3300" Transit Agencies and Other Transportation Providers in the United States (2010)

Transit Size | 2010 — Transit >c_ § m # of Passenger Vehicles
I e Agencies o | 2| 582 |93 2| 7= | zl|l. ols
o5 o> B = a 326 8<| F|»r8 289 % 2 1§S 8|8
Q g o 0 @ (by#ofservice < (1) N N o D - «Q & 2 (o 3 Pl aé &_)g g o) :_E| TOTAL
=3 =& iy . >3-1 < 6’32;0 S 3 LT g e [Ze m
2 s| 2 vehicles) = ° 5 Ts5(|8¢2 = T3 | -2
MTA New York City Transit 457 | 178 638
New York NY NYC 1/3/6 2
1 1 1 (NYCT) ew Yorl 6 4 8 12748
Chicago Transit Authority - , ) 222 | 149 119
Ch IL ch 1/3/6 5
2 11 A RTA Service Board) a0 o0 2 | 6 0 4908
New Jersey Transit
Corporation (NJT) / DR: 1/ 2/ 4/ 297 107
Newark NJ NYC 2
> 2 | 1463 vanpool + 369 DR = - 6 7 | %2 % 8 4680
532/ LR: NJT River LINE
PRDTOP - Puerto Rico
Dept. of Transportation and 371
4 1 1 Public Works (DTPW) / San Juan PR San Juan 1 4 3 3718
3718 Publicos = FRB
(Santurce, PR)
Metro - Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation
Authority (LACMTA) / DR: 1/ 2/ 3/ 268
5 1 1 || 414 vanpool / Other: 30 AL°S CA LA 6 9 414 | 121 | 104 30 | 3350
] ) ngeles 1
BRT (Total vehicles include Other
462 vehicles from Small
Operators)
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3300" Transit Agencies and Other Transportation Providers in the United States (2010)

Transit Size | 2010 — Transit >c 2 S . # of Passenger Vehicles
- o A . o (7)) 8 a' [0} (@) g > - =
2 F o3 £ gencies = | 8| =335 (388 PlesFv| & F595<|c¢
=3 ~—* — ==
§5 83 & (by # of service < | @ ﬁgo - @ 5585 a2 25(ga5 | 3 |TOAL
*8 *¢| 8 i 85| 3| 8S8IgE| 2 s | B
gl 2 vehicles) = 3 5 S |8 S & z (@
King County Metro (159
electric trolleys + 8 LR heritage
cars / DR: 1,286 vanpool + 336 12 162
DR = 1349) / King County DOT Seattle WA Seattle 10
6 | 1 | 1 VA 46 g 167 2 3055
(KCDOT) [Ferry: Seattle -
Bremerton / Vashon /
Bainbridge Island, WA]
Houston Metro -
Metropolitan Transit 129 | 167
7 1 1 || Authority of Harris County / Houston > Houston 1/2/16 | 6 0 3 18 2986
DR: Metro Lift - 566 vanpool +
1112 DR = 1678
WMATA - Washington . 150
8 1 1 Metropolitan Area Transit Was:'ngto DC DC 1/3/6 3 4 406 972 2882
Authority (DC Metro)
MBTA - Massachusetts Bay
9 1 1 Transportation Authority Boston MA Boston 1/2/3/ 1 118 519 | 230 | 408 | 451 12 0 2802
(LR: 33 Electric Trolleys + 197 4/5/6 2
LR & heritage trolleys = 230)
Muni - San Francisco
Municipal Railway (LR: 186
10 2 2 LR, vintage LR, & Market Saﬁ CA San Fran 1/2 9 461 175 508 40 2784
Street Railway heritage LR + Francisco Other 5
342 electric trolleys = 528 LR /
40 Cable Cars) / DR: Intellitran
11 | 2 | 1 | SEPTA-Southeastem Philadelphi | op | phiagepia | /21 | 3 | 436 | 418 | 159 | 369 | 357 2666
Penn. Transportation a 3/4/6
140 June 2011
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3300" Transit Agencies and Other Transportation Providers in the United States (2010)

Transit Size | 2010 — Transit > c S . # of Passenger Vehicles
H (2] L a' % (@) g > —
2E gz §| Agendes | 2 15 =55 82 Zleify f _Fleflis o
85582 3 (by # of service =< L Eg.o °ed £ s S8 3 IR 23 z 2 I.Z_E|n TOTAL
~8 TS S vehicles) Z2a” L g:§§3 = 28 |~
> S =]
Authority/ DR: CCT 3
Connect (service to
Delaware Transit Corp.)
PACE Suburban Bus
Service / Bus Division (RTA |  Arlington _ 111
1
12121 2 | oo ice Board) /1112DR = | Heights | " Chicago R 1841
820 vanpool +292 DR
San Francisco Paratransit San 174
13 3 3 (ATC) Francisco CA San Fran 6 9 8 1748
Denver Regional
Transportation District 107
14 1 1 (RTD) / DR: 168 vanpool + Denver co Denver 1/216 8 1 544 92 1707
376 DR =544
MDTA - Miami-Dade Transit
Agency (Authority) / Other: o . 1/4/6 106
15 2 1 Automated Guideway - 28 Miami FL Miami Other 4 5 388 130 28 1608
units
Maryland Transit
Administration (MTA) of ) , 1213
16 3 1 Maryland DOT (Hanover) - Baltimore MD Baltimore 1416 3 957 | 342 53 100 | 153 1605
CR: MARC
Metro Transit (MT) - Twin
17 | 3 q | Cities Metropoitan Cou.ncn Minneapoll | Minn-St.P 1216 5 | 190 | 55 | 27 1586
Transit Operations / LR: s 1
Hiawatha Line
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3300" Transit Agencies and Other Transportation Providers in the United States (2010)

Transit Size | 2010 — Transit > < S . # of Passenger Vehicles
3 2| Agencies o 2 882 93 % = =] =
25 o> = ) Gr ) c30 22| P =3 29| S g lpg |3 = e
5582 & (by # of service = ® Sfe |°2| S 23(85| 7|22 =323 | 7| TOTAL
*ﬂ_*’“g- S vehicles) Za® S g\_"%ﬁa s g8 Fsa | ®
Port Authority of Allegheny
County (Port Authority -
PAAC) / IP: Monongahela & , , 1/2/6
Pittsburgh PA Pittsburgh 3
18 4 2 Duquesne Incline / DR: ittsburg ittsburg Other 878 | 407 71 4 1360
ACCESS Transportation
System
19 | 3 | 2 '(\,"\ATTAAEBSS)COmpa”V NewYork | NY NYC : 2 124 1344
Utah Transit Authority
20 | 2 1 | (UTA)/DR: 582 vanpool + Sagiﬁ;ke UT | satlakecy |1/2/6| 8 | 517 | 762 | 55 1334
180 DR = 762
Dallas Area Rapid Transit
(DART) / DR: ATC/Vancom
21 | 2 | 2 | (103vanpool+199DR= Dalas | TX Dallas 12140 6 | 740 | 302 | 115 36 1193
302) / LR: M-Line (McKinney /6
Ave. Transit Authority) & DART
LR/CR: TRE
MTA Long Island Rail Road 118
22 4 3 (LIRR) [Jamaica Station - Jamaica NY NYC 4 2 1185
5
NYC]
Metra - Northeast lllinois
Regional Commuter , _ 114
23 4 3 Railroad Corporation (RTA Chicago IL Chicago 4 5 8 1148
Service Board)
24 5 4 | Metro-North Commuter New York NY NYC 11415 2 12 110 2 1119
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+ . . . . . .
3300" Transit Agencies and Other Transportation Providers in the United States (2010)
Transit Size # of Passenger Vehicles
- P m r
> 8 = - O o
7275 2125| T2 23 25| F|T0TAL
2 S S 2 DS 8 8 T3 |lm2 @ | m
o ol 3 S |8 = = » T3 T o
S = [} N = -
Railroad Co. (MTA-MNRR) 5
MARTA - Metropolitan
Atlanta Rapid Transit Aflanta GA Atlanta 1/3/6 4 621 128 338
Authority
Tri-Met (Tri-County
Metropolitan Transportation
Distrct of Oregon) / LR Portland OR Portland 1/2/6 | 10 641 | 302 | 115
includes heritage trolley
Orange County
Transportation Authority Orange CA LA 1/6 9 658 | 294
(OCTA) / DR: ACCESS
Milwaukee County Transit
System (MCTS) / DR: 23 Milwaukee Wi Milwaukee 1/6 5 486 | 436
vanpool + 413 DR = 436
VTA - Santa Clara Valley
Transportation Authority /| g4n jose | cA Sandose | 1/2/6 | 9 | 549 | 242 | 100
DR: OUTREACH/LR: VTALR,
CA Trolley & RR Corp heritage LR
CapMetro - Capital
Metropolitan Transportation , ,
Authority (CMTA) / DR: 165 Austin X Austin 1/6 6 420 | 438
vanpool + 273 DR =438
Alameda-Contra Costa
Transit District (AC Transit) | Alameda CA San Fran 1/6 9 678 | 162
[Oakland]
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+ . . . . . .
3300" Transit Agencies and Other Transportation Providers in the United States (2010)
Transit Size | 2010 — Transit > c S m # of Passenger Vehicles
- : w 833 o3 » - =
(@) I c
25 o3 £| Agencles | g | 5| 285188 2 .FPe S| Fafl5s g
23y 2 (by # of service ® N o ® 4| Q & 3|8 3 o |as |23 |23 | | TOTAL
~3 ~¢| & hicl >3 S S| 9 2gigz| 2| 2E5 5% |
8 5| 2 vehicles) = 3 5 s |82 = & g @
Greater Cleveland Regional 1/2/3/
level H level
Transit Authority (GCRTA) Cleveland 0 Cleveland 5 5 620 | 105 40 60
Metropolitan Transit System
- MTS (Metro Transit Dev
Board - MTDB) [includes , ,
SDTC & SDT] / 547 FRB = San Diego CA San Diego 1/6 9 547 | 130 | 123
255 MTS (contracted) + 275
SDTC +?
VIA Metropolitan Transit Asa”. 1D San Antonio 1/6 6 | 450 | 303
ntonio
The Bus - Oahu Transit
Services (City & County of
Honolulu DOT Services - Honolulu HI Honolulu 1/6 9 531 220
DTS)
BART - San Francisco Bay
Area Rapid Transit District 3/6
(proposed Automated Oakland CA San Fran Other 9 73 669 0
Guideway)
CT - Community Transit
(Snohomish County Public
Transportation Benefit Area
Corp.) / DR: DART - Dial-A- Everett WA Seattle 1/6 10 270 | 438
Ride (by Senior Services of
Snohomish County) / HS:
TAP (DR =54 DR + 384
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Transit Size

juey
leuoyjeN

yuey djels

vanpools)

3300" Transit Agencies and Other Transportation Providers in the United States (2010)

# of Passenger Vehicles

8|0y paxi4

—_
~

asuodsay
puewaq
(2) rey b
lley AnesH
(v) ey
Jainwwo)
() ysueuL
Jorepn
Y3HLO

TOTAL

BCT - Broward County
Mass Transit (Broward
County Transportation
Department - Division of Mass
Transit)

Pompano
Beach

FL

Miami

1/5/6

393

301 8

GTJC (Transit Alliance) Jamaica

NY

New York City

677

Phoenix Transit System
(City of Phoenix Transit
Department - PTD) - Link to
other Valley Metro providers:
RPTA / Glendale Transit /
Tempe Transportation

Phoenix

Phoenix

506

165

Valley Metro - RPTA
(Regional Public
Transportation Authority) -
DR: East Valley Dial-A-Ride
(EVDAR)/

NOTE: "Valley Metro" is a markeling
name used by most Maricopa County

Phoenix

Iransil agencies

Phoenix

492

157

RTC-Regional
Transportation Commission | Las Vegas
of Southern Nevada / DR:

NV

Las Vegas

11216
Other

356

264 0
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+ . . . . . .
3300 Transit Agencies and Other Transportation Providers in the United States (2010)
Transit Size # of Passenger Vehicles
- P m r
> =R [ = X O o
zEp% & 2128 T2 23 35| 2| T0TAL
=3x8 7 2123 ETaEElZTE | O
= g = 5 |0 & = = g &
Citizen Area Transit (CAT) /
LR: Max / BRT?
D-DOT (City of Detroit
Department of Detroit MI Detroit 1/6 5 550 60
Transportation)
Pierce Transit / DR:
SHUTTLE (Pierce County
Public Transportation Benefit
Area Authority Corp.) Tacoma WA Tacoma 1/6 10 184 | 422
[Lakewood-Tacoma] / 422
DR =102 DR + 320
vanpools
Metro - Bi-State St.Lous | MO St. Louis 1/2/6 | 7 | 393 | 118 | 87
Development Agency
Access Services Los CA LA 6 9 592
Incorporated Angeles
HRT - Hampton Roads
Transit / Transportation
District Commission of
Hampton Roads (193 DR = Hampton VA Va Beach 1/5/6 3 381 | 193 3
147 DR + 46 vanpools) / Harbor
Park Ferry/ Harborlink Ferry
[Norfolk-Hampton-Portsmouth
NORTA - New Orleans
Regional Transit Authority / o'r\:::'ns LA New Orleans 1/2/6 6 367 | 115 | 66
includes heritage LR
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+ . . . . . .
3300" Transit Agencies and Other Transportation Providers in the United States (2010)
Transit Size | 2010 — Transit >c _ & T # of Passenger Vehicles
al e Agencies o | 2| 888 93 X = S| =z ola
25 o> & , g | 8| 2335 |82 3 |»5|29 & _ 8|85 =| 9
25 8P (by # of service o N o © 4 Q ¢ 5|8 3 slass 25|32z | z|TOTAL
=~z =g § hicl gg--‘ S| S =g |33 = PESE | B
= s| 2 vehicles) $= 3 =] 5 (@ = = o o @

Charlotte Area Transit

System (CATS) (Charlotte

DOT)/ LR: Charlotte Trolley Charlotte NC Charlotte 1/2/6 4 364 | 173 4

(173DR=83DR + 90

vanpools)

LYNX - Central Florida

Regional Transportation 1/6

Authority (CFRTA) / Other: Orlando FL Orlando Other 4 285 | 244 10

BRT /DR: 70 vanpool + 174

DR =244

Metropolitan Council (MC) /

267 DR =202 DR + 65 Minneapoli .

vanpools // 250 OR 123 FR . MN Minn-St.P 1/6 5 250 | 267

buses?

SANDAG - San Diego

Association of , .

Governments (DR = 511 San Diego CA San Diego 6 9 511

vanpools)

City of Los Angeles

Department of Los

Transportation (LADOT) / & Angeles CA LA 1/6 9 315 | 188

Department of Public Works

Transit Services

San Mateo County Transit

District (SamTrans) / San San Carlos CA San Fran 1/6 9 374 127

Mateo County
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3300" Transit Agencies and Other Transportation Providers in the United States (2010)

Transit Size | 2010 — Transit > & T # of Passenger Vehicles
. (7)) ® o % (2] g >
7)) (2 Ry I c
nE g3 £ Ngencles g g =55 |82 ZleilFy| 2 _Fleglis| g
¥ 583 ° (by # of service < ) N o ® 4| @ |5 & |3 3 n|lass |25 |8z | | TOTAL
~3/~¢| g hicl >2 9 S| 5 |=Z|123 2T aEEEE | O
8 5| 2 vehicles) = 3 5 = = & g @
Transportation Authority
(SMCTA)
KCATA - Kansas City Area
Transportation Authority Kansas .
. MO K Cit 1/6 7
(182 DR = 146 DR + 36 City ansas =y 301 | 182
vanpools)
Westchester County Bee Mount
Line (Westchester County Ve?::sn NY NYC 1/6 2 418 60
DOT)
Palm Tran - Palm Beach
County Surface Transportation -
) West Palm Miami-Fort
Dept. (operated by Florida Beach FL Lauderdale 1 4 150 | 323
Transit Management
Incorporated)
Sacramento Regional Sacrament
CA S t 1/2/6 9
Transit District (SRTD) 0 acramente 269 | 128 | 76
Ride-On - Montgomery
County Transit Services Rockville MD Washington, D.C. 1/6 3 357 | 110
Division
SMART - Suburban Mobility
Authority for Regional Detroit Ml Detroit 1/6 5 293 | 155
Transit
SORTA - Southwest Ohio
Regional Transit Authority Cincinnati | OH Cincinnati 1/6 5 390 53
(Metro)
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3300" Transit Agencies and Other Transportation Providers in the United States (2010)

Transit Size | 2010 — Transit > S m # of Passenger Vehicles
. » 835 | o3 >
N » (2) o | =
2E g3z §| Agendes |2 15 =25 |82 2leiFy £ Flgflis g
¥y em 2 (by # of service = ® N o ® 4 @ |5 3|8 3 o |zs 235|323 | x| TOTAL
~38 =& § hicl >3 S 5| S|2glgz| 2 a5 5% | &
2 5| 2 vehicles) = 3 S = = & g @
Delaware Transit
Corporation (DART First Dover DE Wilmington 1/6 3 224 | 217
State) - Dover-Wilmington
MTA Long Island Bus Gard
(Metropolitan Suburban Bus Zr. en NY NYC 1/6 2 351 87
. ity
Authority)
Shore Line East Commuter
New H CT New H 4 1
Rail (SLE i CDOT) ew Haven ew Haven 424
Niagara Frontier
Transportation Authority Buffalo NY Buffalo 1/2/6 2 334 | 49 27
(NFTA)
RIPTA - Rhode Island
Public Transportation Providence RI Providence 1/5/6 1 256 | 149 1
Authority
Ben Franklin Transit (BFT) /
DR: Dial-A-Ride: 341 DR = Richland WA Richland 1/6 10 62 341
98 DR + 243 vanpools
San Diego Transit
Corporation (SDTC) / San SanDiego | CA San Diego 1/21/6 9 275 0 123
Diego Trolley (SDT)
Metropolitan Bus Authority
SanJ PR SanJ 1/6 4
(Company) - AMA an Juan an Juan 320 59
Kitsap Transit (KT) / DR:
ACCESS-VanLink - 257 DR = Bremerton WA Bremerton 1/5/6 10 103 257 3
58 Para + 50 VanLink + 120
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B 5 o 0 0 o o
3300" Transit Agencies and Other Transportation Providers in the United States (2010)
Transit Size | 2010 — Transit > < S . # of Passenger Vehicles
al e Agencies o o %% o2 2| o, ol =] ola
& o> B _ = a2 30 8 < c?g’§8<? S S |12g I8 =| 9
35 852 2 (by # of service L N o ® 4 Q |5 3|8 3 a3 |25 |ax | x| TOTAL
~38 =& § hicl >3 S S| S =2|g2| =| BEE Y|
8 5| 2 vehicles) = 3 5 s |3 = & G

vanpools + 29 worker/driver

[Kitsap Foot Ferry - Bremerton-

Port Orchard-Annapolis, WA]

Liberty Lines Transit, Inc. Yonkers NY NYC 1 2 354

-(I;:tayn(s_;_t A:“;Jél;orlty of River Louisville KY Louisville 1/6 4 258 94

Jacksonville Transportation .

Authority (JTA) - Monorail | 2ol | g sacksoniile | /371 4| 180 | 150 10 10

€ 60ther

AG: Skyway

Spokane Transit Authority

(STA) /190 DR =102 DR + Spokane WA Spokane 1/6 10 152 190

88 vanpools

Greater Hartford

Ridesharing Corporation Windsor CT Hartford 6 1 338

(DR =338 vanpools)

Port Authority Trans-

Hudson (PATH) / Port ,

Jersey C NJ NYC 3/ 2

Authority of NY-NJ ersey Clly ° 326 8

Corporation (PANYNJ)

COTA - Centrél Onio Columbus OH Columbus 1/6 5 276 58

Transit Authority

Pioneer Valley Transit

ingfiel MA ingfiel 1 1
Authority (PVTA) Springfield Springfield /6 187 144
Pinellas Suncoast Transit Clearwater | FL Tampa 1 4 185 | 146
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3300" Transit Agencies and Other Transportation Providers in the United States (2010)

Transit Size | 2010 — Transit > S m # of Passenger Vehicles
: » 835 | o3 >
BH (7] (2) Q | =
2E g3z §| Agendes |2 15 =25 |82 2leiFy £ Flgflis g
23y 2 (by # of service < ® N o o 4| @ |5 2|3 3 n|lass |25 |8z | | TOTAL
~38 =& § hicl >3 S 5| S|2glgz| 2 a5 5% | &
8 5| 2 vehicles) = 3 5 = = & g @
Authority (PSAT)
Advanced Transportation
Miami FL Miami 6 4
Solutions, LLC (ATS) o o 330
Phoenix-VSP1, Inc. (DR = Phoenix | AZ Phoenix 6 9 328
250 vanpools)
RGRTA - Rochester-
Genessee County Regional
Transit Authority (RTS- Rochester NY Rochester 1/6 2 275 52
Regional Transit Service) / DR:
Lift Line (LL)
Madison Metro (MM) Madison wi Madison 1/6 5 210 | 110
Metro Mobility (MM) St. Paul MN Minn-St.P 6 5 317
SunTran (Ciy of Tucson)/ Tucson AZ Tucson 1/6 9 189 | 127
DR: VanTran
Riverside Transit Agency Riverside CA Riverside 1/6 9 250 66
MATA - Memphis Area
Transit Authority / LR Memphis TN Memphis 1/216 4 228 68 18
includes heritage trolley
Queens Surface
Manhasset | NY NYC 1 2
Corporation (Flushing) armasse 313
Academy Lines, Inc. Asbury
NJ NYC 1/6 2
(Hoboken-Asbury Park) Park 307
Foothill Transit (FT) ol A LA 176 | 9 | 306 | O
ovina
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+ . . . . . .
3300" Transit Agencies and Other Transportation Providers in the United States (2010)
Transit Size | 2010 — Transit >c 2 S . # of Passenger Vehicles
=
I e Agencies 2] @ $g8 9§ ; I |5 S| | _ol=
o5 o> E g 8 220 |e<| & 23|88 | 2| _8|gl8=|9
v 5 D @ (by # of service o N D — Q | Z |- 3 T | =S |= 3 Y T | TOTAL
=3 =& P g“’g < o =2 1|88 8 T3 |lm2 @ | m
D 5| 2 vehicles) = [F L S |Ts5|8¢2 = 8 T8 [ Pl
> S =]
MTA - Mass Transportation Flint M Flint 176 5 | 141 | 160
Authority
Sound Transit (Central Puget
Sound Regional Transportation
Authoriy) /LR Tacoma Link / CR: Seattle WA Seattle 1/2/4 | 10 228 3 69
Sounder / FR: ST Express
Omnitrans (OMNI) Ber::rr:ﬁno CA San Bemardino 1/6 9 195 | 103
Miami Valley Regional
Transit Authority / Greater
Dayton RTA (FRB includes Dayton OH Dayton 1/6 5 226 70 0
43 trolley buses)
ATC/VanCom Paratransit N:’/:Z::S NV Las Vegas 1/6 9 296
Capital District
Transportation Authority Albany NY Albany 1/6 2 250 45
(CDTA) / DR: STAR
Greater Richmond Transit
Company (GRTC) /99 DR Richmond VA Richmond 1/6 3 186 99
=57 DR + 42 vanpools
Fairfax Connector Bus
Fairf. VA DC 1/6 3
System (Fairfax County) anex 170 | 111
Atlantic Paratrans of NYC, New York NY NYC 5 ) 275
Inc. (API) [Staten Island]
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3300" Transit Agencies and Other Transportation Providers in the United States (2010)

Transit Size | 2010 — Transit > & T # of Passenger Vehicles
. (7)) ® o % (2] g >
m (7] (@) [ o [
:unzizu; ) AgenCIGS & .5-’: Eg.g 8.2 c?g’?é 58’ = §x§3§ S
55 33 2 (by # of service =< o N o ® 4| Q |5 5|8 3 slass 25|32z | z|TOTAL
~3 ~¢ g hicl > 2 9 S| 82812 2T 25129 |5
8 5| 2 vehicles) = 3 5 s |3 = & G
Metro: Des Moines
Metropolitan Transit Authority
(DMMTA) /Des Moines Des
Regional Transit Authority Moines IA Des Moines 176 7 145 | 129
(DART)-(Large Urban Transit
System - 200K) / 129 DR = 53 DR
+ 76 vanpool
Golden Gate Transit /
Golden Gate Ferry District
(Golden Gate Bridge,
Highway and San Rafael | CA San Fran 1/5/6 9 222 | 46 6
Transportation District)
[Ferry: San Francisco -
Larkspur / Sausalito]
Sun Metro - City of El Paso
EIP X EIP 1/6 6
Mass Transit Department o0 o0 174 99
Akron Metro Regional
Transit Authority (Metro Akron OH Akron 1/6 5 132 | 140
RTA)
Hillsborough Area Regional
Transit Authority (Hartline) /
T FL T 1/216 4 21 41
TECO Streetcar Line (41 DR amee ampe 6 8
=24 DR + 17 vanpools)
InterCity Transit (IT) / 195 . .
ol WA ol 1/6 10
DR = 30 DR + 165 vanpools e yme 68 | 195
Suffolk County Transit Riverhead NY NYC 1/6 2 188 68
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3300" Transit Agencies and Other Transportation Providers in the United States (2010)

FTA Office of Mobility Innovation

Transit Size | 2010 — Transit > S m # of Passenger Vehicles
: » 835 | o3 >
m (@) Q ] =
2F gz §| Agencles | 2 | g =25 88 2.flFp| & Flz8lis|q
55 33 2 (by # of service =< o N o ® 4| Q |5 3|8 3 a3 |25 |ax | x| TOTAL
~38 =& § hicl >3 S 5| S|2glgz| 2 a5 5% | &
= 5| 2 vehicles) = 3 5 S |8 = & 3 (o
(SCT) [Yaphank-Riverhead]
Space Coast Area Transit
(SCAT) /DR =150 DR + 40 Cocoa FL 1/6 4 63 190
vanpools
North County Transit
District-NCTD (San Diego , ,
Oceansid CA San D 1/4 9
County Transit Dev. Board) ceansice anHese 174 44 3%
| BREEZE / CR: Coaster
Vanpool Hawaii (VH) /
Honolulu VSPI, Inc. (DR = Honolulu HI Honolulu 1/6 9 253
vanpool)
Long Beach Transit (LBT) - Long
CA LA 1/5/6 9
Urban Ferryboat Beach 228 21 !
MetroVanPool (VSPI) Marietta GA Atlanta 1/6 4 0 245
IndyGo - Indianapolis Public
Transportation Cgrp. (IETC) Indianapoli N 176 5 157 86
/ DR: IndyFlex (Indianapolis & s
Marion County PT)
The Rapid - Interurban
Transportation Partnership / Grand .
. MI Grand Rapid 1/6 5
ITP (formerly Grand Rapids Rapids rana rapies 1151125
Area TA)
The T - Fort Worth
Transportation Authority / FortWorth | TX Dallas 1/4/6 6 152 71 17
CR: TRE
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3300" Transit Agencies and Other Transportation Providers in the United States (2010)
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Transit Size | 2010 — Transit > S m # of Passenger Vehicles
: » 835 |03 >
m < =
= 3 g| Agencies 2 8| =235 /28| AloilZy| §| FlaslE<]o
P BN = . < - c =0 ® =8 | @ = | 2 |& 3 |8 = = | TOTA
¥5 a2 (by # of service ® N o 4 Q |= 8 3 Il =322z L
~38 =& § hicl >3 S 5| S|2glgz| 2 a5 5% | &
=8 5| 2 vehicles) = 3 3 = = & g @
MCT - Madison County ,
Transit District (160 DR = G’Cai;‘y“e IL 116 5 73 | 162
44 DR + 116 vanpools)
Connecticut Transit Harford | CT Hartford 1 1 232
Hartford Division (CT)
American Transit, Inc. New York NY NYC 6 2 230
American Transit -
American Ambulette Yonkers NY NYC 6 2 230
Corporation
Central New York Regional
Transit Authority (CENTRO) | Syracuse NY Syracuse 1/4/6 2 185 34 10
/ CR: On Track
TARTA - Toledo Area
Toled OH Toled 1/6 5
Regional Transit Authority oeee oeee 185 44
LANTA - Lehigh and
Northampton
Allent PA Allent 1/6 3
Transportation Authority / oo emonn 82 146
DR: Metro Plus
Metropolitan (Regional)
Transit Authority (RTA) / .
CR: Music City Star East ';?:JS”LZ ™ Nashville 1/4/6 | 4 | 161 | 45 15
Corridor Commuter Rail
(MSC)
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3300" Transit Agencies and Other Transportation Providers in the United States (2010)

Transit Size | 2010 — Transit > S m # of Passenger Vehicles
. w| 835 |02 >
m (@) Q ] =
2E g3z §| Agendes |2 15 =25 |82 2leiFy £ Flgflis g
23 v A 2 (by # of service < ® N o o 4| @ |5 2|3 3 n|lass |25 |8z | | TOTAL
~3 *§| hicl >3 S 5| S|2glgz| 2 a5 5% | &
8 5| 2 vehicles) = 3 5 = = & g @
ABQ RIDE - Sun Tran (City
of Albuquerque Transit AIbuqeuerqu NM Albuquerque 1/6 6 155 55
Department) / DR: Sun Van
Santa Monica Municipal Santa
. CA LA 116 9
Bus Lines (Big Blue Bus) Monica 204 6
CATA - Centre (Capital)
Area Transportation Lansing Ml Lansing 1/6 5 106 | 103
Authority
Veolia Transit Services, Inc.
Oakland CA 6 9
(VTS) e 208
GRTA - Georgia Regional
Transportation Authority (67 Atlanta GA Atlanta 1/6 4 138 67
DR = 67 vanpools)
Academy Lines, Inc. New York NY NYC 1 2 201
First Transit Houston X Houston 1/6 6 201 0
ATC /.Vancom San Saf‘ CA San Fran 6 9 201
Francisco Francisco
San Joaquin Regional
131 32 24 | Transit District (RTD) - Stockton CA San Fran 1/6 9 161 33 194
SMART
Worcester Regional Transit
Worcest MA Bost 116 1
18217 13 1 puthority (WRTA) oreeset osen 49 | 144 193
133 | 33 | 25 | Metrolink-Southern o | ca LA 4 9 192 192
California Regional Rail ngeles
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Transit Size | 2010 — Transit > c S . # of Passenger Vehicles
H n L a' % (@) g > —
- 3 e Agencies o = | %92 53| n|_ 2|z &| z=|_ol=
& o> 8 < = T30 o < o 238 |2 & s S S |8 =| S
55 33 2 (by # of service L N o ® 4| Q |5 3|8 3 a3 |25 |ax | x| TOTAL
28 2& 2 . e g <| g |=2F|S8| 2 FF |z |28 | m
2 s| 2 vehicles) = ° S Ts5(|8¢2 = o~ 3 | -2
Authority (SCRRA)
Metro - Santa Cruz
134 | 34 26 | Metropolitan Transit District SantaCruz | CA 1/6 9 114 77 191
(SCMTD)
Greater Hartford Transit
Hartford CT Hartford 6 1
135 8 4 Distrct (GHTD) artfor artfor 187 187
County Connection (Central
135 | 35 27 || Contra Costa County Concord CA San Fran 1/6 9 131 56 187
Transit Authority - CCTA)
137 | 22 | 4 [ Shortine(HudsonTransit | 1 N NYC 16 | 2 | 186 186
Line - HTL)
138 | 22 5 COOk'DUPa,ge Chicago IL Chicago 6 5 186 186
Transportation
CalTrain (Peninsula
139 36 28 || Corridor Joint Powers SanCarlos | CA San Fran 114 9 44 141 185
Board)
Volusia County
Transportation Authority South
FL 1/6 4
1401 19 10 (VOTRAN) /119 DR =95 Daytona %6 120 176
DR + 24 vanpools
Clark County Public
Transportation Benefit Area
V. WA Portland 1/6 10
141 10 9 Authority (C-TRAN) /64 DR ancouver ortlan 107 64 171
=54 DR + 10 vanpools
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Transit Size | 2010 — Transit > < S . # of Passenger Vehicles
I e Agencies o | 2 888 93 2 = 5| =z
o B o> B 9 z | 8| 225 |22 ?l»53%| €| 285 =]9
¥ 583 ° (by # of service = ® SN o ® 4 Q@ |35 |8 3 o las |23 |2 | £ |TOTAL
~z| =& ¢ hicl gg" 5 63;80 8% 2 T 2T | O
2 s| 2 vehicles) = 3 5 S |8 = & z (@
Springs Transit / Mountain
Metropolitan Transit (City of | Colorado .
_ co Col S 1/6 8
142 3 2 Colorado Springs Transit Springs o1pings 88 81 )
Unit) / DR: Springs Mobility
Tulsa Transit - Metropolitan
Tul OK Tul 1/6 6
e i 1 Tulsa Transit Authority (MTTA) v v 75 91 fles
144 20 11 Miami Lakes VPSI, Inc. Miami EL Miarmi 5 4 165 165
(165 vanpools) Lakes
Montachusett Regional
Fitchb MA 1/6 1
14519 1 4 1 Transit Authority (MRTA) fenburg 32 | 132 164
146 | 11 8 Dallas - VSPI, Inc. (DR = Adington | TX Dallas 6 6 164 164
123 vanpools)
Omaha Metro Area Transit
Omah NE Omah 1/6 7
147 4 1 Authority (MAT) maha maha 140 23 163
Wichita Metropolitan Transit
Wichi KS 1/6 7
148 1 5 1 1| authority (ichita Transit e % | 64 159
Ventura County
Transportation San
148 37 29 || Commission/ Ventura Buenavent CA 1/6 9 104 55 159
Intercity Service Transit ura
Authority (VISTA)
Gainesville Regional Transit
Gainesvil FL 1/6 4
150 | 21 12 Authority (RTS) ainesville 140 17 157
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Transit Size | 2010 — Transit > S # of Passenger Vehicles
- w| 833 | 08| >
- 3 e Agencies o = | %92 53| n|_ 2|z &| z=|_ol=
Y o & < 2 T30 o < ® |8 & & = S S |8 =| S
5582 2 (by # of service ® N No |2 @ |25|8B & Dles =5 |28 | g | TOTAL
= = Q . = = S S = =~ c |72
2 "5 3 vehicles) 2 a 3| ST g2 s 8 T 5 [ X
Metro Transit - Oklahoma
City Metro Transit (Central Oklahoma )
U fa 8 Oklahoma Transportation & City oK OK City 1o 6 94 58 152
Parking Authority - COTPA)
152 | 23 7 | Laketran (Lake County Grand OH Cleveland 1/6 5 50 | 100 150
Transit) River
The B - Corpus Christi
153 | 13 9 || Regional Transportation %‘:ﬁ;‘j X CopusChristi | 1/5/6 | 6 97 | 50 2 149
Authority (CCRTA)
153 | 11 | 1o | 'Slend Transt(T)/128DR 1} o e | wa 16 | 10 | 21 | 128 149

=38 Para + 90 vans

155 14 3 KATS - Ki Bois Area Transit Stiglr oK 176 5 78 70 148

System (10 county area)

Triangle Transit Authority

(TTA) - Raleigh-Durham-Chapel
156 22 2 Hill (Research Triangle Park Pubic | Morrisville NC Raleigh 176 4 67 79 146

Transit Authority) / 79 DR =5DR +
67 vanpools

157 | 38 30 | Fresno Area Express (FAX) Fresno CA 116 9 118 27 145

157 | 12 2 Lane Transit District (LTD) Eugene OR Eugene 116 10 110 35 145

New York Bus Service
159 23 19 | (NYBS)/NY Bus Tours, New York NY NYC 1 2 143 143
Inc. [Bronx]

Sarasota County Area
Transit (SCAT)

160 23 13 Sarasota FL Sarasota 1/6 4 60 82 142
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i n L a' % (@) g > —
- 3 e Agencies 2] | 2oz |03 B, F|m & zT|_ol=
& o> B G 2| 29 e<| o 23|88 =|_§|2S |8 =| 9
o g [ ) L (by#ofservice < (1] N o D - «Q 5 = |S 3 T | S &_)g cz oy :_E| TOTAL
=5 *g 7 | Y28 | S| 5 |=8 38| EFy =2 2R | g
= s| 2 vehicles) = ° 5 T 5 (82 = T3 o 2
Blue Water Area Transit /
160 | 24 | @ |[CueWaterAea ) en | 16 | 5 | 15 | 127 142
Transportation Commission
(BWATC)
Northeast Transportation
Company (CT Transit -
Waterb CT 1/6 1
162 10 5 Waterbury/Wallingford/ ateroury 108 33 141
Meriden)
Suburban Transit
163 | 24 | 5 | Corporation (ST)/Coach | , ov | N NYC 176 | 2 | 140 140
runswick
USA
Tempe Transit (TT) / TIM -
163 | 39 | 5 |[TempeinMoton-Cityof 1 Phoenix 16 | 9 | 115 | 25 140
Tempe Transportation &
Planning Division
The Bus - Prince George's
County Dept. of Public
165 11 3 Works & Transportation / Largo MD 1/6 3 82 57 139
Call-A-Bus
Birmingham-Jefferson
County Transit Authority Birmingha -
AL Birmingh 1/6 4
166 24 1 (MAX - Metro Area m irmingham 99 38 137
Express)
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Transit Size | 2010 — Transit > S # of Passenger Vehicles
: w| 833 | 08| >
- 3 e Agencies o = | %92 53| n|_ 2|z &| z=|_ol=
Y o & < 2 T30 o < ® |8 & & = S S |8 =| S
58/ 82 % | (by#ofsenice °| §8e |2 ¢ 2|8z BlEs 2 2F 5| ™
= = Q . = = S S = =~ c |72
= s g;_ vehicles) Za 3 e ‘_,% 2 2 = &f 255 o
PeopleMover - Anchorage
Public Transportation (APT
166 13 1 includes AnchorRides, Share-A- Anchorage AK Anchorage 176 10 55 82 137
Ride, Ship Creek Shuttle) /
82 DR =46 DR + 27 Vanpool
Whatcom Transportation
167 | 14 11 || Authority (WTA) /84 DR = Bellingham | WA 1/6 10 53 84 137
46 DR + 38 vanpools
Pee Dee Regional
169 | 25 1 Transportation Authority Florence sc Florence 1/6 4 6 130 136
(PDRTA)
The Ride - Ann Arbor
169 | 25 7 | Transportation Authority Ann Arbor MI 1 5 86 50 136
(AATA)
WCTA - Westmoreland
171 | 12 | 4 | County Transit Authority / Greeng”r PA Pittsburgh 16 | 3 | 32 | 101 133
Westmoreland Transit
CAT - Cumberland-
Dauphin-Harrisburg Transit ) ,
Harrisb PA Harrisb 1/6 3
171 13 5 Authority / Capital Area Asoug Amsourg s 58 133
Transit
173 40 31 Monterey-Salinas Transit Monterey CA 176 9 99 34 133
(MST)
174 | 26 | 2 | ANK-TransitAuthorityof | ky 176 | 4 | 109 | 23 132
Northern Kentucky
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Transit Size | 2010 — Transit > S # of Passenger Vehicles
: w| 833 |08 >
- 3 e Agencies 2] | 2oz |03 B, F|m & z|_ ol
Y o & < 2 T30 o < ® |8 & & = S S |8 =| S
5887 3 (by # of service ® NFe | °Z @ a3 83| s =23|a3 | 3 |TOTAL
= = Q . = = S S = =~ c |72
= s g;_ vehicles) Za 3 e ‘_,% 2 2 = &E 255 o
STS - Maricopa County
Specialized Transportation
174 | 41 6 System (Maricopa County Phoenix AZ Phoenix 6 9 132 132
Human Services
Department)
BARTA - Berks Area
176 | 14 6 Reading Transportation Reading PA Reading 1/6 3 52 78 130
Authority
KAT - Knoxville Area
177 | 27 3 | Transit/Knoxville Knoxville TN Knoxville 1/6 4 92 35 127
Transportation Authority
SporTran - Shreveport
178 15 2 Transit System / DR: Shreveport LA Shreveport 1/6 6 70 55 125
LiftLine
Cherriots (Salem-Keizer
179 | 15 | 3 [ [ransit/Chemit/SKT/ sdm | OR Salem 176 | 10 | 84 | 40 124
Salem Area Mass Transit
District)
PATCO-Port Authority
180 | 25 | ¢ | ansitCorporationof PA& 1 il Ny | hiacephia | 3/5 | 2 121 1 122
NJ/ RiverLink Ferry (DRPA:
Delaware River Port Authority)
180 | 16 3 CATS - Capital Area Transit Baton LA 116 6 95 27 122
System Rouge
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H n L a' % (@) g > —
- 3 e Agencies o = | %92 53| n|_ 2|z &| z=|_ol=
o | B =R r g,n- EEO Q< o Wm&c? = 8;U°m§ o
Y g L 0 @ (by#ofservice < (1] N o D® - «Q & = |© 3 T | S &_)g a 9 :_E| TOTAL
=3 =& ¢ | §2g |°S T2z 5| 23228 &
2 s| 2 vehicles) = ° S Ts5(|8¢2 = o~ 3 | -2
182 15 7 Red Rose Transit Authority Lancaster PA Lancaster 1/6 3 46 74 120
(RRTA)
Citifare - Regional
Transportation Commission
R NV R 116 9
183 42 3 of Washoe County / DR: eno eno 76 43 119
PRIDE
EMTA- Erie Metro Transit
Eri PA Eri 116 3
184 | 16 |\ 8 | )\ Sthority  DR: LIFT [Erie Co] " e 66 | o1 17
184 17 4 Charllottesvnle Transit Charlottesv VA Charlottesville 1/6 3 37 80 117
Service (CAT) ille
OmniRide - PRTC
(Potomac and .
184 | 18 | 5 | Rappahannock R A DC 176 | 3 | 99 | 18 117
Transportation
Commission) DR: OmniLink
184 | 43 | 32 [ [T TomenceCityTransit | e | ca LA 176 | 9 | 67 | 50 117
System
Rockland Coaches - Red &
188 26 7 Tan Lines, Inc. (Jersey City | Jersey City NJ NYC 1 2 115 115
- Westwood)
190 17 10 Regloqal Transportation Arlington TX Dallas 1/5/6 6 80 32 1 113
Authority
190 | 18 | 14 | Citibus-Lubbock City Lubbock | TX Lubbock 116 6 53 | 60 113
Transit Management
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Transit Size | 2010 — Transit > < S . # of Passenger Vehicles
: w| 835 | 0% »
-l 3 e Agencies 2] g| 29z | o3| |2 |= E| zl|l. o=
o | B =R r g,n- EEO Q< o Wm&c? = 8;UOS§ o
55182 % (by # of service = ° §8e |°& @ |53 €3| @ |23gag| | TOTAL
*ﬂ_*’“g- S vehicles) Za® S g:§§3 S| EFE | @
Company, Inc. (small urban
transit district)
190 6 2 | StarTRAN (City of Lincoln) Lincoln NE Lincoln 1/6 7 60 53 113
Santa Barbara Metropolitan Santa
190 | 44 33 Transit District Barham CA 116 9 97 16 113
CCT - Cobb Community
Mariett GA Atlant 1/6 4
194 28 4 Transit (Cobb County DOT) arietta anta 82 30 112
194 26 4 MVTA - Mlnne.sota Valley Bumsuille VN 1 5 112 112
Transit Authority
Champaign-Urbana Mass ,
ch IL
196 | 27 | ® | iansit Distict (CUMTD) Ameain 16 15 | 90 ] 19 109
Trans Hudson Express - )
197 28 9 Red & Tan Lines, Inc. Jersey City NJ NYC 1 2 108 108
197 29 3 E;anzlel;llllTransn (CHT)/ Chapel Hil | NC Raleigh 1/6 4 90 18 108
199 | 11 | e | ComecticutTransiNew | en | cT New Haven 1 1| 107 107
Haven Division (CT)
LeeTran - Lee County
200 30 14 | Transit (DR=37DR+7 Fort Myers FL Cape Coral 1/6 4 62 44 106
vanpools)
Brockton Area Transit
Brockt MA Bost 1/6 1
201 12 5 Authority (BATA) rockton oston 65 40 105
201 13 6 Cape Cod Regional Transit Dennis MA 1/6 1 38 67 105
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A (72} e o % (@) g > —
o5 o= E| Agencies | g | g | 285 198 2720 & Fp205s|g
¥ 583 ° (by # of service < ) SN o ® 4 @ (5 3|3 3 nles 23|32 | T |TOTAL
=3 =a| & hicl gg* S| @ 22|32 = D IEE =2 |3
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Authority (CCRTA)
201 | 19 | ¢ [ /roiniaRaiwayBxpress | g | va DC 4 105 105
(VRE)
Greater Attleboro-Taunton
204 | 14 7 Regional Transit Authority Attleboro MA 1/6 1 47 56 103
(GATRA)
204 | 28 3 Valley Transit (VT) - City of Appleton wi Appleton 1/6 5 44 59 103
Appleton
Alaska Railroad
Anch AK Anch 6 10
204 16 2 Corporation (ARC) nchorage nchorage 103 103
Puerto Rico Highway and
207 | 31 3 Transportation Authority San Juan PR San Juan 1/4 4 28 74 102
(PRHTA)
The JO - Johnson County
207 7 2 Transit / DR: Special Olathe KS 1/6 7 62 40 102
Edition
Specialized Transit (ST) /
AR A 3 | FR: The Hop/DR: calln-Ride | 22U | ©© 176 1 8 | 40 | 6 101
Norwalk Transit District /
Westport Transit Lines (CT) Norwalk CT New London 1/6 1 56 44
- Wheels
CARTS - Capital Area Rural
Transportation System Austin LR Austin 1/6 6 40 60
(rural transit district)
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: » 835 | o3 >
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McAllen Express Trar,]SIt, McAllen TX McAllen 1/6 6 40 60

(small urban transit district)

Pasco County Public

Port Rich FL 1/6 4

Transportation (PCPT) o reney 38 60

Heart of lowa Regional

Transit Authority (HIRTA)- | 2% | 1A 6 7 95

Central lowa REGION 11

(Cé)g_e)n Empire Transit Bakersfield CA 1/6 9 80 15

MetroLINK - Rock Island

County Metropolitan Mass

Transit District / Ferry:

Rock Island IL D rt 1/5 5

Channel Cat WaterTaxi (22 ocksn avenpo 70 22 2

DR =13 DR + 9 vanpools)

[Moline, IL - Davenport, 1A]

WHEELS -

Livermore/Amador Valley Livermore CA 1/6 9 76 18

Transit Authority (LAVTA)

Durham Area Transit

Authority (DATA)/ DR: Durham NC Raleigh 1/6 4 50 43

ACCESS

Five Seasons Cedar

Transportation & Parking - Rapids IA 176 7 48 | 44

FST&P (Large Urban
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- » 835 | o3 >
2E gz §| Agendes | 2 15 =55 82 Zleify f _Fleflis o
23y 2 (by # of service = ® N o ® 4| @Q |5 5|8 3 o |as |23 |23 | | TOTAL
2328 2 . e g < g |=2|s8| 2|15z |2e | @
8 5| 2 vehicles) = ° S T 5|82 = S -G o
Transit System - 50K)
Tri-Delta Transit (Eastern
Contra Costa County Antioch CA San Fran 1/6 9 70 22
Transit Authority - ECCTA)
Southeastern Regional New
MA 1/6 1
Transit Authority (SERTA) Bedford 68 23
Valley Metro - Greater
Roanoke Transit Company Roanoke VA Roanoke 1/6 3 41 50
(GRTC) [included in RADAR]
RRPTS - Red River Public
Transportation System [9 Frederick OK 1/6 6 53 38
county area]
RIDES - Regional Transit Soencer A 6 . 91
Authority / REGION 3 P
Antelope Valley Transit
Lancast CA LA 116 9
Authority (AVTA) aneaser 2
Central Arkansas Transit North Little
AR Little Rock 1/2/6 6
Authority (CATA) Rock eree [EN A
Glrealter New Haven Transit North - New Haven 16 ; 6 83
District (GNHTD) [Hamden] Haven
Chattanooga Area Regional
Chatt 1/6/
Transit Authority (CARTA) / ¢ :noog N Chattanooga Other 4 67 19 2
IP: Lookout Mountain
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(by # of service
vehicles)
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TOTAL

Incline Railway

Roaring Fork
Transportation Authority -
RFTA

Aspen

CO

76

12

TALTRAN - City of
Tallahassee (StarMetro)

Tallahasse
e

FL

67

20

NIRTS - North lowa
Regional Transit System -
Council of Governments
REGION 2

Mason City

87

Tompkins Consolidated
Area Transit (TCAT)

Ithaca

NY

60

26

Liberty Lines Express, Inc.

Yonkers

NY

NYC

86

Gwinnet County Transit
(GCT) / Gwinnett County
Board of Commissioners

Lawrencevi
lle

GA

Atlanta

78

GCTD - Guilford County
Transportation Department

Greensbor
0

NC

Greensboro

42

44

SARTA - Stark Area
Regional Transit Authority

Canton

OH

Canton

47

39

Yakima Transit (YT) / 51
DR =29 DR + 22 vanpools

Yakima

WA

Yakima

10

35

51
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n A i o (72} 8 o (1] (2) g > -n —
@D 2 ps Q) =+ I =
:oi:o; 2 genCIG.S = 2 c 30 2 < g&”é g9 %,\§ ,§?§§§ S
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ATA - Area Transportation

Authority of.North Central Johnsonbur | | 1/6 3 17 68

Pennsylvania [6 county 9

area]

Capital Area Transit (CAT) Raleigh NC Raleigh 1/6 4 65 20

Charleston Area Regional

Transportation Authority Charleston | SC Charleston 1/6 4 68 17

(CARTA)

SunLine Transit Agency Thousand

(STA) Palms CA 1/6 9 54 31

Berkshire Regional Transit

Pittsfield MA Pittsfield 1/6 1

Authority (BRTA) e e 25 | %9

POlk,Count,y .T,ranS|t Bartow FL Lakeland 1/6 4 19 65

Services Division

Santee-Wateree Regional

Transportation Authority Sumter scC Sumter 1/6 4 23 61

(DR includes 2 vanpools)

Duluth Transit Authority Duluth MN 1/6 5 74 10

Connecticut Department of

_TranSportatlon (_CT) } Newington CT Hartford 1475l 1 22 21 38 2

includes Connecticut River 6

Ferry (Rocky Hill-Glastonbury)

l(\/l\llcl)gltjbello Bus Lines Montebello | CA LA 1/6 9 77 6
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Greater Bridgeport Transit ) )
Bridgeport | CT Bridgeport 1/6 1

Authority (GBTA) reoepe reoepe 8 | 24

PARTA - Portage Area

Regional Transportation Kent OH Akron 1/6 5 36 46

Authority / DR: Dial-A-Ride

JET - Jefferson Transit

(Westside Transit Lines) /

Jefferson Parish DOT Gretna LA New Orleans 1/6 6 63 19

Administration / DR: MITS -

Mobility Impaired Transit

System [Metairie, LA]

LDT - Little Dixie Transit

(McCurtain, Choctaw, Hugo oK 6 6 82

Pushmataha Counties)

Cyride - Ames Transit

Agency / ATA (Large Urban Ames IA Ames 1/6 7 71 11

Transit System - 50K)

Vallejo Transit (VT) Vallejo CA San Fran 1/6 9 70 12

Rogue Valley

Transportation District Medford OR Medford 1/6 10 27 55

(RVTD)

CCTA - Chittenden County

Burlingt VT Burlingt 1/6 1

Transportation Authority Hringn Hringn 66 15
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RCPT - Rockland County
Public Transportation /
Transport of Rockland

Pomona

NYC

-
-
[«

N

[©)]
N

-
©

Greater Peoria Transit
(CityLink)

Peoria

56

25

PACT - Portage Area
Consortium for
Transportation / Portage
Area Regional
Transportation Authority

Kent

OH

39

42

DeCamp Commuter

Services - DeCamp Bus Lines
(DCL)

Montclair

NJ

NYC

80

Lowell Regional Transit
Authority (LRTA)

Lowell

MA

Boston

45

34

Rabbit Transit - York
County Transportation
Authority (YCTA)

York

PA

York

37

42

Winston-Salem Transit

Authority (WSTA) / TRANS-

AID of Forsyth County

Winston-

Salem

NC

Greensboro

58

21

Topeka Transit - Topeka
Metropolitan Transit Authority
(TMTA)

Topeka

KS

31

48
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pE g2 §| Ngencles g g =55 182 Fleiify 2 _Fefis o
55 33 2 (by # of service o N o ® 4| Q & 3|8 3 a3 |25 |ax | x| TOTAL
=3 2| & hicl ng S| © =8|z 3 = o =2 | 3
8 5| 2 vehicles) = 3 5 = = & G
SWHRA - Southwest
Human Resource Agency Henderson | TN 1/6 4 0 78
Transportation
ACT - Anoka County Anoka MN 1/6 5 18 | 60
Traveler
. . Santa
Santa Clarita Transit (SCT) Clarita CA LA 1/6 9 62 16
(Ssog%na County Transit SantaRosa | CA 1/6 9 55 23
Skagit Transit (ST) / 57 DR _
Burlingt WA 1/6 10
=17 DR + 40 vanpools Hringen 21| o7
Jackson Transportation
Jack MI 1/6 5
Authority (JTA) efsen 13| 64
Developmental Pathways, Englewood co 5 8 77
Inc.
Mountain Village Transit -
Telluride Gondola Transit
System (Aerial Tramway) / , 1/6/
Tellurid co 8
Mountain Village e Other R 34 32
Metropolitan District
(MVT/GTS)
Altoona Metro Transit
Alt PA Al 1/6 3
(AMTRAN) [Adams County] | o™ toona 38 | 38
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3 = | Agenci o | 2| 888 |02 2= .
o E o3| B gencies z | 8| 2535 |288| Plo5 39| 5| Flz8lF<| 2
85582 3 (by # of service < ) Eg'o ® 4 @ (5 3|3 3 IR ,%35,3 T | TOTAL
~8 TS 8 vehicles) Z2a” S| §|=g|ga| = FEEB" | R
Indian River Transit (IRT) /
Inqlan Rlver Council on VeroBeach | FL 116 4 16 60
Aging (Senior Resource
Assoc., Inc.)
Chatham Area Transit
S h | GA S h 1/5/6 4
Authority (CAT) avanna avanna 55 17 3
Metro Transit - Kalamazoo
Metro Transit System
Kal M Kal 1/6 5
(KMT) / Kalamazoo alamazoo alamazoo 50 25
Transportation Division
Transfort / Dial-A-Ride Fort Collins | CO 1/6 8 40 35
VanGo - North Front Range Fortalins | co 5 8 75
MPO (75 vanpools)
Tren Urbano (ATI -
Alternativa de Transporte
Integrado system includes 1/3/5
SanJ PR SanJ 4
Tran Urbano (Metro), AMA on e anuen /16 0 0 4 0
(Metro Bus), Mini-Bus &
AquaExpreso ferry system)
RBT - River Bend Transit / Clinton A 5 . 74
REGION 9 (Davenport)
Ocean Ride - Ocean
County Transportation Toms River | NJ 1/6 2 40 33
(OCT)
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Transit Size | 2010 — Transit > < S . # of Passenger Vehicles
A . (7)) o 3' % (@] g >
d @ encies Q = 2o g 3) = 5| ZT|.ol|x
= -+ —-— X
e o> B 9 . & o c 30 8 < ?E'gﬂégc? S| _8l1g s =9
8522 3 (by # of service o N o ® 4| @ |5 5 8 3 Il =3 |23 | TOTAL
~8 Tg| § vehicles) EQ--' 3 S =2 |g 2 = PEEET| B
SiOS(t::(ifC(:r(de\lcl?rsDS)TranSIt Rockford IL 1/6 5 45 28
Everett Transit (ET) Everett WA Seattle 1/6 10 49 24
ONE Bus (Orange-Newark-
Elizabeth Bus) Newark NJ NYC 1 2 72
:’:‘;’;‘T (8-county service Cha::l‘;ttesv VA Charlottesville 1/6 3 36 | 36
;E)srtl::gtﬂ(esl?\/ll\g;js Transit Springfield IL 1/6 5 52 20
Kanawha Valley Regional
Transportation Authority (KRT) Charleston | WV Charleston 1/6 3 57 14
CityBus (Greater Lafayette
Public Transportation Corp.) / DR: LaFayette IL 1/6 5 67 4
ACCESS Paratransit (Lafayette, IL
& West Lafayette, IN service area)
East Central lowa Transﬂ - lowa Ciy A 5 . 71
REGION 10 (Cedar Rapids)
l(\/l\l/cl):;)sto Area Express Modesto CA 1/6 9 60 11
Merrimack Valley Regional ,
Haverhill MA Bost 1/6 1
Transit Authority (MVRTA) | osen ar |2
(SSO ng()'JoaSt Area Transit Oxnard CA 1/6 9 46 24
Transit Services of Frederick | MD 1/6 3 30 39
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=
I e Agencies 2] 4 3;':3 8% ; i P & | = el
o5 o> E _ = B c 320 o< o 23 (5¢& = | 8 |FS |8 = 9'T0TAL
8582 & (by # of service ® No |®od| @ |83 83| @2 23|23 | 3
~8| 7g B8 vehicles) gﬂ-" S| S 22|z z2 = PEE G| T
R g 3 ~ ® =] T | @ Q. @ (&2

Frederick County (FC

Transit)

CTS - Carroll Transit Westminste

MD 116 3

System (Carroll County) r 6 63

Metro - City of Green Bay

Metro (GBM) Green Bay Wi Green Bay 1/6 5 39 30

WITS - Western lowa

Transit System / Region X! Carroll IA 6 7 69

Council Of Governments

Southwest lowa Transit

Agency / Southwest lowa Council

Planning Council-REGION |  Bufis | ° ! 69

13 (Atlantic)

Victor Yalley Transit Hesperia cA 16 9 36 33

Authority

LBL - Lakeland Bus Lines Dover NJ NYC 1 2 68

Columbia Transit - Central

Midlands Regional _ ,

Transportation Authority Columbia sC Columbia 1/6 4 49 19

(RTA)

Northern Indiana Commuter

Transportation District Chesterton IN 4 5 68

(NICTD)
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Transit Size | 2010 — Transit

Agencies
(by # of service
vehicles)
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paziueqin
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(vzn) eaay
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# of Passenger Vehicles

(1) sng
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asuodsay
puewsq

() ysuesp
Jalep
Y3IHLO

(2) ey b
¢
[ley AnesH
(%) ey
Jainwwo)

TOTAL

CityBus - CityBus of
Greater Lafayette (Greater
Lafayette Public
Transportation Corporation)

Lafayette

1/6

(¢)]

6

N

Arrowhead Transit - Aitkin
Dial-A-Ride (Arrowhead
Economic Opportunity
Agency - AEOA)

Virginia

MN

30

38

Kenosha Transit - City of
Kenosha Department of
Transportation (KDOT)

Kenosha

Wi

Kenosha

1/2/6

56

BUS - Belle Urban System

Racine

Wi

Racine

42

26

The District (small urban
transit district) - Bryan-
College Station

Bryan

X

College Station

18

50

Link Transit (LINK) -
Chelan-Douglas Public
Transportation Benefit Area
(37 DR =31 DR + 6 vans)

Wenatchee

WA

Wenatchee

10

31

37

YVTA - Yadkin Valley
Transportation Authority /
Yadkin Valley Economic
Development District

Booneville

NC

67

Ride Solutions (RS)
[Daviess, Greene, Martin,

Washingto
n

67
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1 e Agencies o | 2| 858% 93| | = c
o E o3 B g z | 8| =38 |22 ?lv5|FF7| €| 28 g=]|0
55 85m ° (by # of service =< ® Ng |- @ 5|83 nlzs |23 |25 | T|TOTAL
=3 =a| & hicl ng S| @ 22|32 = o (=g =g | O
8 5| 2 vehicles) = 3 5 = = & G
Pike, Sullivan Counties]
El Metro - Laredo Municipal
Transit System (small urban | Laredo X Laredo 1/6 6 49 18
transit district)
LEXTRAN - Transit
Lexingt KY 1/6 4
Authority of Lexington exngron 49 7
FTHRA - First Tennessee
Human Resource Agency Johnson .
. N Johnson Cit 116 4
Rural Public Transportation City onnsen Y 0 66
(7 counties)
Denton County
Transportation Authority Lewisville LR Denton 1/6 6 33 33
(DCTA)
Merced County Transit (The Merced cA 116 9 40 2
Bus)
TRANSPO - South Bend
SouthBend | IN 1/6 5
Public Transportation Corp. outh Ben 56 9
SMTQ - Southyve§t Metro Eden MN 1 5 65
Transit Commission Prairie
Housatonic Area Regional
Danb CT Danb 1/6 1
Transit (HART) i i 28 | 36
MTA Staten Island Railway | .., vork NY NYC 3 2 64
- SIR (Staten Island Rapid
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(€
[ley AnesH
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Jeinwwon

TOTAL

Transit Operating Authority)

GTA - Greensboro Transit
Authority / Specialized
Community Area
Transportation (SCAT) -
Greensboro City
Transportation Department

Greensbor
0

NC

Greenshoro

30

34

Fairfield/Suisun Transit
System (FSTS)

Fairfield

CA

43

21

Valley Regional Transit:
ValleyRide Bus; formerly
Valley InterArea
Transportation (ViaTrans) &
Boise Urban Stages (BUS)
(Boise-Meridian) [RPTA for
Ada & Canyon Counties]

Boise City

10

55

BC Transit - Broome
County Department of
Public Transportation
(Vestal, NY)

Endicott

NY

Binghamton

43

20

CATA - Centre Area
Transportation Authority

State
College

PA

State College

55

Bay Metro - Bay
Metropolitan Transportation

Bay City

MI

37

26
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TOTAL

Authority (BMTA)

STARS - Saginaw Transit
Authority Regional Services

Saginaw

Ml

Saginaw

44

19

WMT - Waukesha City
Metro Transit / City of
Waukesha Transit
Commission

Waukesha

Wi

Milwaukee

53

10

Santa Fe Trails (SFT) - City
of Santa Fe / 35 DR = 33
DR + 2 vanpools

Santa Fe

NM

Santa Fe

28

35

LCTA - Luzerne County
Transportation Authority

Kingston

PA

Scranton

38

24

Gardena Municipal Bus
Lines (GMBL)

Gardena

CA

LA

52

10

The Wave Transit (The
Wave) / Metro Transit
System

Mobile

AL

Mobile

30

31

City of Jackson Transit
System (Jatran)

Jackson

MS

Jackson

44

17

CTS - Clallam Transit
System (34 DR =4 DAR +
9 Para + 21 vanpools)

Port
Angeles

WA

10

27

34

Connecticut Limousine

Milford

CT

Bridgeport

10

50
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Transit Size | 2010 — Transit > S # of Passenger Vehicles
: » 835 |03 >
2E gz §| Agendes | 2 15 =55 82 Zleify f _Fleflis o
23 v A 2 (by # of service < ® N o o 4| @ |5 2|3 3 n|lass |25 |8z | | TOTAL
2828 7 . Ne s < 5 |=22|S%| 2|2 =2 |28 | 0O
8 5| 2 vehicles) = ° S T 5|82 = S -G o
CPTA - Choanoke Public Rich
NC 1/6 4
Transportation Authority Square 0 60
The Wave - Okaloosa
Coordinated Transportation | Fort Walton
FL Ft Walton Beach 116 4
| Okaloosa County Transit / Beach alton Bead 15 44
Okaloosa Island Shuttle
ECAT - Esgambla County Pensacola FL ; 4 43 16
Area Transit
Metro Bus - St. Cloud
Metropolitan Transit
Commission (SCMTC) - St. Cloud MN St. Cloud 116 5 37 22
Plymouth Metrolink & Dial-
A-Ride
FCT - Four County Transit
of Appalachian Agency for
Senior Citizens, Inc.
(AASC) [Buchanan, gleudﬁasr VA 116 3 25 | 33
Dickenson, Russell, and
Tazewell Counties (Cedar
Bluff, VA)]
DPTS. - Decatur Public Decatur 1 16 5 o7 31
Transit System
UMTS- University of
Michigan Transportation Ann Arbor MI 1/6 5 54 4
Services
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: » 835 | o3 >
2E gz §| Agendes | 2 15 =55 82 Zleify f _Fleflis o
¥y em 2 (by # of service = ® N o ® 4 @ |5 3|8 3 o |zs 235|323 | x| TOTAL
=8| 2& 2 o Be?Q <| 522|132 2 33228 | 0
8 5| 2 vehicles) = 3 5 = = & G
Beaver County Transit
Authority (BCTA) / FR: Rochester | PA Pittsburgh 116 3 34 23
FastForward / DR: DART
Alexandria Transit Alexandria VA DC 1 3 57
Company (DASH)
Blacksburg Transit Blacksburg VA Blacksburg 1/6 3 47 10
QCB - Quick Bus Service
Falmouth VA 1 3
(D&B Bus) amo 57
Northwest Alabama Council Muscle
AL FI 6 4
of Local Govts (NACOLG) |  Shoals orence 57
WRTA - Western Reserve Youngstow
OH Youngst 1/6 5
Transit Authority n oungson 48 9
Norwalk Transit System
Norwalk CA LA 116 9
(NTS) orwa 35 22
MCTA - Mason County
Transportation Authority /
41 DR = 21 DR + 20 Shelton WA 1/6 10 16 41
vanpools
MET - Mountain Empire .
Transit (ME Older Citizens) B'QG?;’”‘* VA 6 3 56
[Lee, Scott, Wise Counties]
MCAT - Manatee County
Area Transit (DR =28 DR + | Bradenton FL Sarasota 1/6 4 26 30
2 vanpools)
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TOTAL

Citrus Connection -
Lakeland Area Mass Transit
District (LAMTD)

Lakeland

-
—
[«

N

3

oo

-
oo

WATS - Wausau Area
Transit System

Wausau

Wi

Wausau

38

18

RTA - 10-15 Regional
Transit Agency / REGION
15

Ottumwa

56

Yolo County Transportation
District (Yolobus)

Woodland

CA

46

10

Connecticut Transit-
Stamford Division (CT)

Stamford

CT

Bridgeport

55

MATS - Montgomery Area
Transit System /
Montgomery Area
Paratransit System (MAPS)

Montgomer
y

AL

Montgomery

19

36

Asheville Transit System
(ATS)

Asheville

NC

19

36

WCT - Wake County
Transportation / Wake
Coordinated Transportation
Services

Raleigh

NC

Raleigh

30

25

Dutchess County Mass
Transportation Division

Poughkeep
sie

NY

Poughkeepsie

28

26
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i (72} e o % (2) g > —
= 3 g| Agencies 2 | 5| 285 |88 Alez 39| §| Flagle<| o
“?%"‘?’U & (by # of service < ) Cﬁ'o ® 4| @ |52 |8 3 > |3 &—’325 T | TOTAL
= s| 2 vehicles) $= 3 =] 5 |3 S o o |«
(LOOP Bus System / Dial-
A-Ride)
CCT - Citrus County Transit | Lecanto FL 1/6 4 0 54
South Florida Regional
Transportation Authority Pg’;‘;’s:" FL Miami 174 4 6 48
(formerly Tri-Rail) - SFRTA
Lymo - Waccamaw
Regional Transportation
Authority (WRTA) / Coast Conway SC Myrtle Beach 116 4 34 20
Regional Transportation
Authority
County Express - Northeast
Colorado Transit Authority Fort
(Northeast Colorado Morgan CO 6 8 54
Association of Local
Governments)
Sioux Falls Transit Sioux Falls | SD Sioux Falls 1/6 8 30 24
WestCAT - West Contra
Costa Transit (Hercules- Pinole CA 1/6 9 40 14
Pinole)
SPC - Southwestern
Pennsylvania Commission Pittsburgh PA Pittsburgh 6 3 53
(DR =53 vanpools)
FACT - Fayette Area Uniontown | PA Uniontown 1/6 3 27 26
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: » 835 | o3 >
= .3 g | Agencies 2 | 85| 285 (88| #lof39| §| Flagl7<|o
=3 -, =n oD = Q
S2 8= 5| (by#ofserice < | 8| GNo |%22| @ 25183 | mles B3g25| z|TOTAL
~8 % 8 hicles) >3 8 3| S S8lg2| 2| FPPE® | &
D g E— ve ~ o = 5 |® @ S8 o (o
Coordinated Transportation
OTS - Oshkosh Transit Oshkosh Wi Oshkosh 1/6 5 22 31
System
Trinity Railway Express
(cooperative CR service by ,
DART [36 cars]and The T | ™0 | ™ 4 ® 53
[17 cars])
MET Transit - Metropolitan
Transit Authority of
BlackHawk County (Large Waterloo A /e ! 25 28
Urban Transit System-50K)
PCT - Placer County Aubum CA 1/6 9 27 | 26

Transit (PCDPW)
Butte County Transit (BCT) Chico CA 1/6 9 27 26

Glendale Beeline Transit
(FR) & Dial-A-Ride (DR)-

Glendal CA LA 1/6 9
City of Glendale Public encee 35 1 18
Works Dept.
VPSI - Anchorage Anchorage | AK Anchorage 6 10 53
GHTA - Grays Harbor
Transportation Authority / Hoquiam WA 1/6 10 29 24
Grays Harbor Transit
Spartanburg County Spartanbur | o Spartanburg 6 4 52
Transportation Services g
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: w| 835 | 0% »
s 3 g| Agencies | o | g8 252 /98 2 . Iz & 52079
) 2 = - =, 15} =3 ©
g’f"g'g’?g e (by # of service =< ® Ego ® Q |5 5|8 3 RS }—:gig? T | TOTAL
= = Q . = = S S =: ~ .
2 "5 3 vehicles) 2 a T | S =c /g3 s 8 T 5 [ X
Bureau (SCTSD / RTA)
NRT - Northeast Regional
Transit (Northeast lowa
) . Decorah IA 6 7 52
Community Action
Corporation) REGION 1
GVT - Grand Valley Transit Grand
_ co 1/6 8
I MesAbility Junction 30 22
Trans-Bridge Lines, Inc. Bethlehem | PA Bethlehem 1 3 51
Johnson City Transit Johnson
. N Johnson Cit 116 4
System (JCTS) City onnson =y 30 2
Hill Country Transit District
(The HOP) - San Saba. SanSaba | TX Killeen 1/6 6 25 | 26
(small urban/rural transit
districts)
RCT - River Cities Transit Pierre SD 1/6 8 30 21
382 | 39 | 26 antro of Oneida (Rome- Utica NY Utica 1/6 2 40 10
Utica)
University of Georgia
382 | 68 7 | Campus Transit System Athens GA Athens 1/6 4 26 24 50
(CTS)
Douglas County Rideshare Douglasvill
382 | 69 | 8 | 1cR))50DR = 50 vanpools e A Allanta 6 4 50 el
382 59 6 Fort Wayne Public Fort Wayne IN 1/6 5 35 15 50
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: w| 833 |08 >
=
% .3 g | Agencies 2 | 8| 285 (88| Ao 39| §| Flagle<|o
¥y em 2 (by # of service = ® SN o ® 4 @ (5 3|3 3 |z 23 |g2a | z|TOTAL
~3 =& § hicl > 8 8 S| 9|=2g 22| 2 5 15% | B
2 s| 2 vehicles) = 3 5 S |8 = & z (@
Transportation Corporation
(Citilink)
Siouxland Regional Transit
382 | 21 14 | System - SRTS (Region 4 Sioux City IA 6 7 50 50
Transit System)
Culver CityBus (CCB) -
382 | 66 55 | Culver City Municipal Bus CulverCity | CA LA 1 9 50 50
Lines
WAVE Transit - Wilmington
Transit Authority / Cape _ o
Wil NC Wil 1/6 4
388 0 13 Fear Public Transportation imington imington 29 20 49
Authority
388 | 60 | 12 | -CT-Lorain CountyTransit | — OH Lorain 176 5 29 | 20 49
[Elyria-Lorain]
LINK - City of Denton Public
388 | 31 19 | Transportation Department Denton X 1/6 6 43 6 49
(small urban transit district)
City of Roseville Public
Rosevill CA 1/6 9
388 | 67 56 Transit (RPT) oseville 34 15 49
Tri-State Transit Authority /
Huntingt wv Huntingt 1/6 3
3921 39 1 2 1 17a - The Transit Autnority | """ e BB 8
Bloomington Transit - Bloominto
392 | 61 7 Bloomington Public N 9 IN 1/6 5 39 9 48
Transportation Corporation
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Transit Size | 2010 — Transit > < S . # of Passenger Vehicles
: w| 835 | 0% »

-| 3| @2 Agencies 2] g 2% | 03| 3| Tleol| & Tl.ol= 5
o3 o> 2 . < o c2o0 | a<| o P2 23 = 8|58 | 3
S5 3% = (by # of service o ggo e € |25 (88 ISR ~3/22 |5 TOTAL
= = Q . = = S S =: ~ =W

2 "5 3 vehicles) 2 a T | S =c /g3 s 8 T 5 [ X

(BPTC)
UniTrans - University of

392 68 57 | California-Davis Transport Davis CA 1/6 9 45 3 48
System
The VINE (Napa Valley

392 | 69 58 | Transit)/ DR: VINE Go Napa CA 1/6 9 29 19 48
(NCTPA)
Howard Area Transit
Service (HATS) / Corridor

Laurel MD 1/6 3

396 | 40 6 Transportation Corp. (CTC) aure 25 22 47
/ Connect-A-Ride
Shore Transit (ST) / Tri-

396 41 7 County Counil for the Salisbury MD Salisbury 1/6 3 22 25 47
Lower Eastern Shore [Snow
Hill - Salisbury]

396 | 62 | g | |15 Munciendand Muce | IN 176 | 5 | 33 | 14 47
Transit System

396 | 63 9 Michiana Area Council of South Bend N 16 5 9 38 47
Government

396 70 59 e-tran.- City of Elk Grove Elk Grove CA Sacramento 1/6 9 24 23 47
Transit
Huntsville Transit /

401 71 5 | Huntsville Shuttle (Handi- Huntsville AL Huntsville 1/6 4 19 27 46
Ride)
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: w 835 | ol >
- 3 e Agencies o = | %92 53| n|_ 2|z &| z=|_ol=
& o> 8 < = T30 o < o 238 |2 & s S S |8 =| S
gggg i (by # of service w ggo ° g Q s 518 3 I L =3 5% %TOTAL
= = Q . = = S S = =~ c |72
2 "5 3 vehicles) 2 a T | S =c /g3 s 8 T 5 [ X
401 72 25 || CAT - Collier Area Transit Naples FL Naples 1/6 4 24 22 46
University of Delaware
Shuttle Service (UDSS) - 31
1
403 | 42 2 DR vehicles (18 minivans, 9 Newark PE 16 s R 34 45
station wagons, 4 sedans)
CityLink Transit / Abilene
403 | 32 20 || Transit System (small urban |  Abilene X Abilene 1/6 6 21 24 45
transit district)
Chemung County
405 | 40 27 || Transportation Services / Elmira NY Elmira 1/6 2 25 19 44
Transit System (CCTS)
405 | 73 9 RTD - Cily of Rome Transit Rome GA Rome 1/6 4 39 5 44
Department
RCL-Rochester City Lines &
Zumbro Independent
405 | 64 10 | Passenger Service (ZIPS)/ Rochester | MN Rochester 1/6 5 35 9 44
City of Rochester Dept. Public
Works
405 65 10 | ECT - Eau Claire Transit Eau Claire wi Eau Claire 1/6 5 25 19 44
SORTS - Southern
Oklahoma Rural
Durant OK 1/6 6
405 | 33 6 Transportation System [8 e 28 16 44
county area]
405 | 34 | 21 | BUS-Brownsville Urban Brownsvile | TX Brownsville 1/6 6 32 | 12 44
System (small urban transit
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district)
The Lift - Town of Winter
Winter Park | CO 1 8
405 14 1 Park Resort Shutile inter Par 44 44
412 41 14 BurLink Shuttle-surlingtgn Mount N 176 ) 23 20 43
County Transportation Service Holly
HCTS - Harford County
Transportation Services
Bel Ai MD 1/6 3
412 | 43 8 (Bel Air - Abingdon - el Air 21 22 43
Edgewood)
COLTS - County of
412 44 18 | Lackawanna Transit Scranton PA Scranton 1/6 3 35 8 43
System
Plymouth Metrolink Transit
M2 166 | T or) Gty of Plymouth Transit | 7Y | M R I R a3
412 35 7 CPTS.- Cimarron Public Panee oK 5 5 43 43
Transit System
University of lowa -
412 | 22 15 || CAMBUS (Large Urban lowa City IA 1/6 7 33 10 43
Transit System - 50K)
Western Maine
418 | 27 1 || Transportation Services Lewiston | ME 176 1 21 | 2 42
(WMTS)[Auburn]
418 | 42 | 15 | OvmpaTrais (OT)Bus Eizabeth | N NYC 1 2 | 42 42
Company, Inc.
FTA Office of Mobility Innovation 189 June 2011




FTA Transit ITS Architecture Consistency Review — 2010 Update

3300" Transit Agencies and Other Transportation Providers in the United States (2010)

Transit Size | 2010 — Transit > S # of Passenger Vehicles
: w| 833 |08 >
- 3 e Agencies 2] | 2oz |03 B, F|m & z|_ ol
Y o & < 2 T30 o < ® |8 & & = S S |8 =| S
55182 % (by # of service °® mFe [°d 2238z B2z z2 2% T | TOTAL
= = Q . = = S S = =~ c |72
= s g;_ vehicles) Za 3 e vg 2 2 = &f 255 o
Ride Solution (ARC Transit,
418 | 74 | 26 | neTLAssocof Palatka FL 6 4 42 42
Coordinated Transportation
Services
Rocky Mount Transit / Tar
418 | 75 | 14 | Rier Transit(TRT)[Rocky | |0 | NC 176 | 4 6 | 36 42
Mount-Nash-Edgecombe]
418 | 67 | 10 | VETS-Metopoitan Evansvile | IN 16 | 5 | 27 | 15 42
Evansville Transit System
MIDAS - Mid-lowa
418 | 23 16 | Development Association/ | FortDodge IA 6 7 42 42
REGION 5 Transit System
WCTS - Wel
418 | 15 | 12 | NVCTS-Weld County Greeley | CO 16 | 8 | 17 | 25 42
Transportation Services
425 43 28 ﬁ:ilronda(:k Transit Lines, Hurley NY Poughkeepsie 1 2 41 41
FAST - Fayetteville Area
425 | 76 15 || System of Transit Fayettevile | NC 1/6 4 21 20 41
[Cumberland County]
Redding Area Transit / Bus
Reddi CA 1/6 9
425 71 60 Authority (RABA) edding 22 19 41
Jefferson Transit Authority (JT) Port
= 2 E /21 DR =10 Para + 11 vans Townsend WA e 10 20 21 =
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New York Airport Service
(NYAS) / Private One of
New York NY NYC 1 2
429 44 29 New York City, LLC ew Yorl 40 40
[Brooklyn]
Atlantic Express
429 45 30 || Transportation Group, Inc. Oceanside NY 1 2 40 40
(Staten Island)
EMTA - Endless Mountains
Transportation Authority
PA 1/6 3
429 45 19 [Bradford, Sullivan, Tioga Athens 20 20 40
County]
TCC - Treasure Coast
429 | 77 27 Conn(.actor/Colmmumt.y Fort Pierce | FL Port St. Lucie 1/6 4 6 34 40
Transit (Council on Aging of
St. Lucie)
Community Coach - Council
429 | 78 28 | on Aging of Martin County Stuart FL Port St. Lucie 1/6 4 1 39 40
(COAMC)
429 79 10 RCT ) Richmond County Augusta GA Augusta 1/6 4 25 15 40
Transit
429 80 1 METRA Transit System Columbus GA Columbus 1/6 4 34 6 40
429 81 2 Coast Transit Authority Gulfport MS Gulfport 1/6 4 23 17 40
429 | 82 16 | KATA-Kerr Area Henderson | NC 1/6 4 0 40 40
Transportation Authority /
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KARTS - Kerr Area Rural
Transportation System
MGTS - City of Mapl
429 68 12 GTS Clty.o aple Maple N 116 5 5 35 40
Grove Transit System Grove
420 | 6o | 43 [ CCTC-ClermontCounty o | on | Cinoima 6 | s 40 40
Transportation Connection
429 70 1 :;’SSte-n?heboygan Transit Sheboygan | WI Sheboygan 1/6 5 26 14 40
Connect Transit - Texas
City/La Marque/Lake Jackson/
429 | 36 22 | Angleton (managed by The Gulf TexasCity | TX Texas City 6 6 40 40
Coast Center) - (small urban &
rural transit districts)
Sioux City Transit System -
429 | 24 17 || SCTS (Large Urban Transit | Sioux City IA 1/6 7 28 12 40
System - 50K)
MeT - Billings Metropolitan o
Bill MT 1/6 8
23 ge 1 Transit / DR: Special Transit Hnes 25 15 s
429 | 72 | 61 (SSaQEaBF;OS‘“‘ CityBus SanaRosa | CA 16 | 9 | 20 | 11 40
445 | 28 | 2 | PineTreeTransitWestem |y 00 | e 16 | 1 | 10 | 29 39
Maine Transportation Services)
SBC - Sunshine Bus ot
445 83 29 Company / St. Johns Auguétine FL 1/6 4 0 39 39
County Council on Aging
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(COA)
MTS - Mecklenberg
445 | 84 17 | (County) Transportation Charlotte NC 1/6 4 20 19 39
System
Gary Public Transportation
G IN 1/6 5
445 | M 1 Corporation (GPTC) o 33 6 39
445 | 37 g | FCT-FirstCapial Trolley Guthie | OK 116 6 26 | 13 39
(service to Langston Univ)
445 | 17 | 13 x:::“ans't (VT)-Townof 0 | o 16 | 8 | 33 | 6 39
445 73 7 I(v'\l:;_?_)c'ty Public Transit Mesa AZ Phoenix 1 9 39 39
445 | 74 | 62 V,CC,' Visalia City Coach / Visalia CA LA 1/6 9 29 10 39
Visalia Towne Trolley
454 | 29 3 | RTP-TheRegional Potand | ME Portland 6 1 38 38
Transportation Program
454 | 85 | 30 | oCC-TriCouny Bonfay | FL 6 4 38 38
Community Council
454 | 72 | 12 ?:Tmsr;‘o”d Transit System | mond | IN 1 5 | 16 | 22 38
Newark-Heath Taxi Token
454 | 73 14 | Program (NHTTP)/ City of Newark OH Newark 6 5 38 38
Newark Transit Operations
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454 74 12 LMT " La ,C,rosse Municipal La Crosse Wi La Crosse 1/6 5 22 16 38
Transit Utility
Bis-Man Transit Board
454 | 18 1 (BMTB) / CAT - Capital Bismarck ND Bismarck 1/6 8 10 28 38
Area Transit
VCTC - Ventura County
Transportation Commission
vV A LA 1
454 75 63 JVISTA - Ventura Intercity entura C /6 9 24 14 38
Service Transit Authority
461 46 14 HPT.- City of Harrisonburg | Harrisonbur VA S 116 3 25 12 37
Public Transit 9
DHRA - Delta Human
Resource Agency Rural )
N 1
461 86 8 Public Transportation (4 Govington /e 4 0 37 37
counties)
TransAction - Lake County
Economic Opportunity Council
il L L& (LCEOC) / Northwest Indiana Flammond N 6 ° 37 .
Community Action Corp.
DARTS - Dakota Area
461 76 13 | Resources & Transportation W;Ztulst' MN 6 5 37 37
For Seniors
Ozark Regional Transit
Springdal AR Fayettevill 1/6 6
461 38 2 Authority (ORT) pringdale ayetteville 8 29 37
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lowa City Transit (Large

461 26 18 || Urban Transit System - lowa City IA 1/6 7 25 12 37
50K)

461 | 19 | 14 | ColoradoBluesky Pustlo | CO 6 8 37 37
Enterprises

461 76 64 | Yuba-Sutter Transit Marysville CA 1/6 9 22 15 37

461 | 77 | 65 YSTATYUba'SUtter Transit |-y cty | cA LA 1/6 9 19 18 37
Authority
Monsey Tours (MT) / Sor

470 | 46 31 | Monsey New Square Trails VZ::Z? NY NYC 1 2 36 36
Corp.
CamTran - Cambria County
Transit Authority / 1/6/

470 47 20 Johnstown Inclined Plane Jonstoun PA Johnstown Other 3 31 3 2 36
(JIP)

a70 | 87 | 18 [ BCMM-Buncombe County | e | ne 176 | 4 | 18 | 18 36
Mountain Mobility
Connect Transportation-

Gal X Gal 6 6

470 39 23 The Gulf Coast Cir alveston alveston 36 36
HOTRTD - Heart of Texas
Rural Transit District (Heart

1

470 | 40 24 of Texas COG) - (rural Waco X Waco /6 6 0 36 36
transit district - 6 counties)

470 | 20 3 || ROCS Transit - Rural Office | Lake SD 176 8 16 | 20 36
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of Community Services Andes
Robert N. Broadbent Las
Las V. NV Las V Oth 9
iy i © Vegas Monorail (LVM) o vegas o vegas ther 36 e
477 47 16 CATS. - Cumberland Area Bridgeton N 5 ) 35 35
Transit System
477 48 17 | Leisure Line Paramus NJ 1 2 35 35
477 49 32 Utica Transit Authority Uiica NY 116 ) 28 7 35
(UTA)
a77 | 77 | 15 | ZBus-SouhEastArea 1 e | o 16 | 5 | 15 | 20 35
Transit [Muskingum County]
SIT - Southern lowa Trolley /
477 27 19 REGION 14 Area on Aging Creston 1A 6 7 35 35
477 21 15 Blue.Peaks Developmental Alamosa co 5 8 35 35
Services
Pima County Dept. of
Transportation (PCDQOT) -
477 79 8 Part of PC RTA / 6 Rural Tucson AZ Tucson 1/6 9 15 20 35
Transit Routes & Handi-Ride
DR service
477 80 66 || CVT - Chula Vista Transit ChulaVista | CA San Diego 1 9 35 35
477 81 67 Mendocino Transit Authority Ukiah cA 16 9 23 12 35
(MTA)
486 | 30 | 1 | COAST-Cooperative Dover | NH Dover 176 1| 27 | 7 34
Alliance For Seacoast
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Transportation
VanGO - Charles County
486 | 48 | 9 | Dept. of Community sz MD 16 | 3 | 20 | 14 34
Services oo
River Valley Transit
486 | 49 | 2q | \ormerlyCityBus)- Williamspor |~ Wiliamsport 1/6 3 28 6 34
Williamsport Bureau of t
Transportation
ACT - Apple County
486 | 88 19 | Transportation / Western Hen\ﬁlzson NC 1/6 4 14 20 34
Carolina Community Action
SPAN, Inc. - Services
486 | 41 25 | Program for Aging Needs Denton X 116 6 19 15 34
(rural transit district)
TAPS Public Transit -
Texoma Area Paratransit
486 | 42 26 i Sherman TX Sherman 1/6 6 17 17 34
System, Inc (rural transit
district)
486 | 43 | 27 | ecoTrenstSysteminc |y Waco 16 | 6 | 23 | 11 34
(small urban transit district)
ECO Transit -Eagle County
486 22 16 || Regional Transportation Gypsum co 1/6 8 30 4 34
Authority
486 28 2 Pocatello Regiona| Transit Pocatello ID 1/6 10 14 20 34
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(PRT) - City of Pocatello
495 31 14 Middletown Transit District viddietoun | T Hartford 16 13 20 33
(MTD)
Southeast Area Transit
495 32 15 | District (SEAT) [Preston, Norwich CT New London 1/6 1 28 5 33
CT]
Williamsburg Area
Williamsbur
495 | 50 15 || Transport (WAT) / James ] VA Va Beach 1/6 3 21 12 33
City County Transit
495 | 89 20 RCT ) Rutherford County Spindale NC 1/6 4 15 18 33
Transit
SECA - Safe Economical
495 44 3 Commuting Alternative / 33 | Albuguerqu NM Abuguerque 6 6 33 33
commuter vanpools for e
northern NM
JAMM - JAMM Public
495 45 9 Tran§|t/ INCA Community Madil oK 16 5 18 15 33
Services, Inc. (Atoka,
Murray, Marshall Counties)
495 28 3 CU,Tra,nSIt - City Utilties of Springfield MO Springfield 1/6 7 27 6 33
Springfield
495 | 23 17 || SS - Summit Stage Frisco co 1/6 8 28 5 33
503 | 51 | 22 GG & C Bus Company Washingto |5 \ Pittsburgh 176 3 5 27 32
Incorporated n
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503 | 90 31 | Manatee County Transit Bradenton FL Sarasota 1/6 4 15 17 32
The Bus - Athens Transit
Ath GA Ath 116
503 91 12 System (ATS) thens thens 26 6 32
503 | 92 | 21 | CARTS-CravenArea NewBem | NC 16 | 4 0 | 32 32
Rural Transit System
Roadrunner Transit - Las
503 | 46 4 | Cruces Area Transit (LCAT- | LasCruces | NM Las Cruces 1/6 6 19 13 32
TRESCO)
503 | 47 28 BraZ(.)S Tra,nSIt District (rural Bryan TX College Station 1/6 6 25 6 1 32
transit district)
SEIBUS - Southeast lowa
503 | 29 20 Transit Agthorlty (Sogtheast Burington A 5 . 32 32
lowa Regional Planning
Commission) / REGION 16
Delaware, Dubuque &
Jackson County Regional
IA 6 7
303 | 30 1 21 oo sit Authority - REGION | D 32 32
8
503 | 82 g | CST-Ciyof Scofisdale Scottsdale | AZ Phoenix 1/6 9 20 | 12 32
Transit
Cape Ann Transportation
Gl MA B 1/6 1
512 33 12 Authority (CATA) oucester oston 20 11 31
512 | 93 | g | -corussel Counciof Opsika | AL Aubum 16 | 4 | 6 | 25 31
Governments
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MTA - Macon Transit
512 | 94 13 || Authority / Macon-Bibb Macon GA Macon 1/6 4 26 5 31
County Transit Authority
CityBus of Greater Lafayette /
e = 5 Lafayette Transit System (LTS) Lafayette LA 176 6 23 8 31
512 | 49 | 1o | CST-Cherokee Stip Gaver | OK 6 6 31 31
Transit
512 50 29 Island Transit - LR vintage Galveston TX Galveston 1/2/6 6 21 6 4 31
trolley
Avon/Beaver Creek Transit
512 | 24 | 1g | (BOVT)-Beaver Creek mon | co 16 | 8 | 20 | 11 31
Village Transportation /
Dial-A-Ride
Avon/Beaver Creek Transit
512 | 25 | 19 | DeaverCreekVilage mon | CO 16 | 8 | 20 | 11 31
Transportation (BCVT) /
Dial-A-Ride
KART - Kings Area Rural
512 | 83 68 | Transit/Kings County Area Hanford CA 1/6 9 16 15 31
Public Transit Agency
521 | 52 | 23 | DSTA-Union-Snyder Lowisburg | PA 6 3 30 30
Transportation Alliance
Krapf's Coaches, Inc. (KC) West
PA 6 3
521 >3 24 [Chester County] Chester 30 30
FTA Office of Mobility Innovation 200 June 2011




FTA Transit ITS Architecture Consistency Review — 2010 Update

3300" Transit Agencies and Other Transportation Providers in the United States (2010)

Transit Size | 2010 — Transit > c S . # of Passenger Vehicles
H (2] L a' % (@) g > —
- 3 e Agencies o = | %92 53| n|_ 2|z &| z=|_ol=
o8 2> 2 < & | ©20 (e<| @ P83 (B5| = | _ 8|S |8=|9
8522 3 (by # of service o N o ® 4| @ |5 5 8 3 a3 |25 |ax | x| TOTAL
2 s| 2 vehicles) = 3 5 S |8 = & z (@
521 | 95 | 14 Augusta Public Transit Augusta GA Augusta 116 4 23 7 30
(APT)
521 | 96 | 22 | ACTS-AamanceCounty o o | e 16 | 4 | 15 | 15 30
Transportation System
521 | 97 | 23 | MCTS-MooreCounty Carthage | NC 16 | 4 | 14 | 16 30
Transportation Services
SAT - Sampson Area
521 98 24 || Transportation Service Clinton NC 1/6 4 14 16 30
[Sampson County]
CTS - Johnston County
521 99 25 | Coordinated Transportation Smithfield NC 1/6 4 10 20 30
System
521 51 6 Il_noCU|3|ana Transit Company, Harahan A ; 6 30 30
ARCI - Association of
521 52 7 Retarded Citizens of Iberia (6 New lberia | LA 1/6 6 10 20 30
parishes)
South Metro Area Rapid
Wilsonwill OR Portland 1/6 10
521 29 5 Transit (SMART) ilsonville ortlan 23 7 30
531 | 54 | 25 | NTC-NewCasleAeaTransit |\ o e | pa 16 | 3 | 29 | 0 29
Authority [Lawrence Co]
Greater Lynchburg Transit
Lynchb VA Lynchb 1/6 3
531 55 16 Company (GLTC) ynchburg ynchburg 25 4 29
531 100 26 Hi Tran - H|gh Point Transit High Point NC Greensboro 1/6 4 15 14 29
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(HPT)
OPT - Orange Public _
531 | 101 27 | Transportation [Orange H'"Sbr? 91 Ne 1/6 4 13 16 29
County]
RTS - Rowan Area Transit
Salisb! NC 1/6 4
531 | 102 28 System [Rowan County] alisbury 15 14 29
531 78 14 OE EXpTGSS - Opportunity Valparaiso IN 6 5 29 29
Enterprises Incorporated
CBS - Campus Bus Service
531 79 16 || - Kent State University Kent OH 1 5 29 29
Transportation Services
531 53 11 MCT-.Muskogee County Muskogee | OK 116 6 5 o7 29
Transit
Keyline Transit (KT) - City
of Dubuque Transit
Dub IA
531 31 22 Department (Large Urban ubuque 1/6 7 14 15 29
Transit System - 50K)
531 | 26 | 20 | VeploTrensit-Ciyol Putlo | CO 16 | 8 | 18 | 11 29
Pueblo Transit Department
531 27 2 (Cgi?_tDF)a"S Transit District GreatFalls | MT 1/6 8 22 7 29
CVTD - Cache Valley
531 | 28 2 | Transit District (annexed Logan ut Logan 176 8 21 8 29
Logan Transit District (LTD)
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in 2007)
CATS - Chico Area Transit
Chi CA 1/6 9
531 84 69 System & Chico Clipper 0 20 9 29
San Luis Obispo Regional
Transit Authority (SLORTA)
/ DR: Runabout & FR: San Luis
) CA 1/6 9
531 85 70 South County Area Transit Obispo 18 R 29
(SCAT) / Central Coast
Area Transit (CCAT)
GTA - Grant Transit
531 | 30 | 20 | Authority [Ephrata]/11 DR ML‘;SKZS WA 16 10 18 | 11 29
=6 Para + 5 vanpools
Washington State Ferries
(WSF) - Washington DOT
[Seattle-Tacoma-Puget Sound
Area] [Ferry: Seattle - Bremerton /
531 31 21 Vashon / Bainbridge Island / Seattle WA Seattle 5 10 29 29
Anacortes / San Juan Island /
Edmonds / Kingston / Fauntleroy /
Southworth / Port Townsend /
Keystone / Clinton /
547 | 34 16 Milford Transit District Milford CT 1/6 1 10 18 28
(MTD)
Ohio Valley Regional
547 | 56 3 | Transportation Authority Wheeling | WV Wheeling 1 3 22 6 28
(OVRTA)
FTA Office of Mobility Innovation 203 June 2011




FTA Transit ITS Architecture Consistency Review — 2010 Update

3300" Transit Agencies and Other Transportation Providers in the United States (2010)

Transit Size | 2010 — Transit > < S . # of Passenger Vehicles
- i (7] § o % (2] g > —
- 3 e Agencies 2] = 52 |02 | Llns| & Tl 0|

o | B =R r g,l- E 3.0 Q< D F:D o |® & = S|P g L = 9|

55182 % (by # of service = ® NEeo [°2| 22352 3 |Bs 23 25| 3 |TOTAL

5 TG 2 vehicles) Z2a” S g\_"%ﬁa = g *g | »

> S =]

547 | 103 7 MCATS - Morgar? County Decatur AL Decatur 1/6 4 15 13 28
Area Transportation System
Tuscaloosa Trolley -
Tuscaloosa Transit

547 | 104 8 Authority (TTA)/ , Tuscaloosa | AL Tuscaloosa 1/6 4 10 18 28
Tuscaloosa Metro Transit
(TMT) / Tuscaloosa County
Parking & Transit Authority
DRTS - Delta Regional
Transit System / Aaron E.
Henry Community Health

547 | 105 3 || Services Center in Clarksdale, | Greenvile | MS 1/6 4 10 18 28
MS [Coahoma, Desoto,
Quitman, Panola, Tallahatchie,
Tate, & Tunica Counties]

547 | 106 | 29 | \CATS-ledelCounyArea | o e | e 16 | 4 | 13 | 15 28
Transportation System
Catch-A-Ride [Dearborn,

547 | 80 | 15 | Ripley, Jefferson, Ohio, Lawgfg"mb IN 1/6 | 5 0o | 28 28
Switzerland Counties]

547 | 81 | 13 | Battle Creek Transit BCT) | oo | M 176 | 5 | 16 | 12 28
Rainbow Rider (RR) - West

547 | 82 14 | Central Multi-County Joint Lowry MN 6 5 28 28
Powers Transit Board
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WCT - Washington County

547 | 83 13 Transit / Washington WestBend | WI Milwaukee 1/6 5 10 18 28
County Commuter Express
(WCCE)
New Mexico Park & Ride (7
intercity bus routes serving
Albuquerque, Santa Fe, Las Ab

547 54 5 Vegas, Espanola, Los Alamos, uquerqu NM Albuquerque 1 6 28 28
Pojaque, Bernalillo, Rio Rancho, €
Sandoval, Las Cruces, White
Sands, Moriarity)
Pelivan Transit (PT) [7 o

Big Cab OK 1/6 6

547 | 85 12 counties in Northeast OK] St 20 8 28
The Transit - Enid Public

547 | 56 13 || Transportation Authority Enid OK 1/6 6 14 14 28
(EPTA)
CART - Cleveland Area

547 | 57 14 || Regional Transit / Metro Norman OK Norman 1/6 6 15 13 28
Transit
Beaumont Municipal Transit

547 | 58 30 | System (small urban transit | Beaumont | TX Beaumont 1/6 6 19 9 28
district)

547 | 20 | 29 | CopperMountainResort Fiso | CO 6 | s 28 28
Transit

547 | 30 22 Grand Valley Transit (Mesa Grand co 176 8 29 6 28
County) Junction
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SVTS - Town of Snowmass | Snowmass
! co 1/6 8
47 | 3 23 Village Shuttle Village 18 10 28
Mountain Line - Missoula
547 | 32 3 Urban Transportation Missoula MT 1/6 8 22 6 28
District (MUTD)
547 | 86 | 10 Glendale D'al'A'R,'de/C'ty Glendale | AZ Phoenix 1/6 9 9 19 28
of Glendale Transit
567 | 35 4 Metro,'G,reater Portiand Pofand | ME Portland 1 1 27 27
Transit District
567 50 33 Allantic Express (AE) New York NY NYC 1 2 27 27
[Staten Island]
TRIPS - Transportation Resources
Intra-County for Physically
567 51 34 Handicapped & Senior Citizens / Pomona NY NYC 6 2 27 27
Rockland Ride Sharing
AT - Annapolis Transit (City _
A | MD 1/6 3
567 57 10 of Annapolis DOT) nnapolis 22 5 27
Mid Mon Valley Transit
Charleroi PA M 1/6 3
567 58 26 Authority (MMVTA) arleroi onessen 25 2 27
Shenango Valley Shuttle
567 59 27 Service (SVSS) /,Mercer . Hermitage PA Youngstown 1/6 3 6 21 27
County Community Transit
(MCCT)
567 60 17 Arlington Transit - Arlington Arington VA oe ] 3 o7 27
County
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567 | 107 | 30 /C\;géE-sGsaston County Gastonia | NC 1/6 4 14 | 13 27
567 | 108 7 Greenville Transit Authority Greenville sC Greenville 1/6 4 20 7 27
(GTA)
FCRP - First City Rider
Kok IN 1/6 5
567 84 16 Program (City of Kokomo) orome 20 4 27
Macatawa Area Express
Holland M 1/6 5
567 85 14 (MAX) / Dial-A-Ride ollan 12 15 27
567 | 86 15 || SCT - Scott County Transit | Shakopee | MN 6 5 27 27
567 | 87 | 17 | MCrT - MiamiCounty Toy | OH Dayton 16 | 5 | 10 | 17 27
Public Transit
567 88 18 Greene CATS. (Greene Xenia OH Dayton 6 5 27 27
County Transit Board)
B Port
567 89 14 OCTS, Oza,Ukee County Washingto Wi Milwaukee 1/6 5 8 19 27
Transit Services 0
Bee Transit (BCAA) - Bee
Community Action Agency _
567 | 59 31 o Beeville X 1/6 6 0 27 27
(rural transit district - 5
counties)
CAT - City of Grand Forks
567 33 2 Cities Area Transit / Grand IG::::: ND Grand Forks 1/6 8 14 13 27
Forks City Bus
567 | 87 | 71 | SantaMaria Area Transit Santa CA 1/6 9 17 10 27
207 June 2011
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(SMAT) Maria
585 | 36 2 || Advance Transit (AT) Wilder ) 1 1 26 0 26
Mountain Line Transit
585 61 4 AUthomy, (MLTA)/ Morgantow WV Morgantown 1/6 3 20 6 26
Monogalia County Urban n
Transit
585 | 109 | 32 | ¢ Bus-HemandoCounty | o e | FL 1/6 4 6 20 26
Bus System
585 | 110 | 31 | /PPAICART (Boone- Boore | NC 16 | 4 | 14 | 12 26
Wautaga)
ICPTA - Inter-County Public | Elizabeth
) NC 1/6 4
585 | 11| 32 Transportation Authority City 0 26 26
CTN - Chatham Transit
Pittsb NC 1/6 4
585 | 112 | 33 Network [Chatham County] ittsboro 10 16 26
585 | 113 | 34 WOlﬂmeTNor,th Carolina Raleigh NC Raleigh 1/6 4 26 0 26
State University
BITS - Brunswick
585 | 114 | 35 | Interagency Transportation | Charlotte NC 1/6 4 12 14 26
System
SOK - Spirit of Kokomo
585 | 90 | 7 | SemorCiizensBus kokomo | IN 6 | s 26 26
(Kokomo/Howard County
Govt'l Coordinating Council)
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585 | o1 | 15 | CTRAN-Eaton County Charlotte | M 176 5 0 26 26
Transportation Authority

585 | 60 3 Fort Smith Public Transit FortSmith | AR Fort Smith 1/6 6 17 9 26
(FSPT)

585 | 61 4 Intracity Transit (IT) Hot Springs | AR Hot Springs 1/6 6 21 5 26
MTS - Monroe Transit

M LA 1

585 62 8 System / DR: Dial-A-Van onroe /6 6 21 5 26

585 | 32 4 CTS - Columbia Transit Columbia MO Columbia 1/6 7 17 9 26
System
JEFFTRAN - Jefferson City
Transit / City of Jefferson Jefferson

. MO Jefferson Ci 1/6 7

585 33 5 Department of Public Ciy efferson City 18 8 26
Works-Transit Division

585 | 34 | 24 | Silver Key Services Qo | co 6 8 26 26

prings

585 | 35 4 || ARL - Aberdeen Ride Line Aberdeen SD 1/6 8 13 13 26
West River Transit Authority ,

985 | 36 | S ) ot praiie Hill Transit | S | SP e 8 ) 1313 26
START - Southern Teton

585 | 37 1 Area Rapid Transit [Town of | Jackson wy 1/6 8 23 3 26
Jackson & Teton County]

585 | 88 72 | Simi Valley Transit (SVT) SimiValley | CA 1/6 9 13 13 26

605 | 62 | 28 | |ndiGO - Indiana County Indiana PA 1/6 3 20 S 25
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Transit Authority (ICTA)
605 | 63 | 29 | COLT-Countvoflebanon |- 1 pa Lebanon 116 13 | 12 25
Transit Authority
605 | 115 | 33 Flagl.er County Senior paim Coast | FL 5 4 25 25
Services
605 | 116 | 36 | 1o-MaconAreaTransit| o ol e 176 | 4 | 10 | 15 25
Services [Macon County]
GATEWAY - Goldsboro
Area Transportation
605 | 117 | 37 |l Express of Wayne County/ | Goldsboro | NC 1/6 4 4 21 25
Goldsboro-Wayne Transit
Authority
WTA - Wilkes County North
) NC 1/6 4
605 | 118 | 38 Transportation Authority Wilkesboro 12 13 25
Hay-Ride - Haywood Public
. . Waynesvill
605 | 119 | 39 | Transit (HPT)/Mountain . NC 1/6 4 10 15 25
Projects [Haywood County]
Bloomington-Normal Public | Bloomingto
IL 1/6 5
605 | 92 13 Transit System (BNPTS) n 20 5 25
MCT - Manistee County
Mani Mi 1/6 5
605 | 93 16 Transportation / Dial-A-Ride anistee 0 25 25
605 | 63 5 Ra;orbgck Transit - Fayettevile | AR Fayetteville 1/6 6 21 4 25
University of Arkansas
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Mesquite City Transit -

605 | 64 32 Transportatlon for Elderly & Mesquite TX Dallas 116 6 15 10 25
Disabled (small urban
transit district)
Community Wheels /

605 | 38 | 25 | Mountain Wheels - Seniors' VF\{/iZZZt co 6 8 25 25
Resource Center (SRC)
Grapeline - City of Lodi

605 | 89 73 || Transit Division / Dial-A- Lodi CA 1/6 9 9 16 25
Ride

605 | 90 74 City of Rlve.r3|de Special Riverside CA 5 9 o5 25
Transportation

142 GMTA - Guam Mass GUA

H 1/6 9
2 141 1 Transit Authority ageina M 10 15 25
Martha's Vineyard Transit Vineyard
MA

619 37 13 Authority (MVTA) Haven Boston 1/6 1 24 0 24
York County Community

619 | 38 5 || Action Corp. (YCCAC) - Sanford ME 6 1 24 24
Sanford-York
Rural Community St.

VT 1/6 1

619 | 39 3 Transportation (RCT) Johnsbury 9 15 24

619 | 52 | 35 | HART-HuntinglonArea 1 o | Ny NYC 176 | 2 | 15 | 9 24
Rapid Transit

619 | 64 | 11 | Allegany County Transit Cumberlan | MD 116 3 15 9 24
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(ACT) - MedTrans d

619 | 65 18 Loudoun.County Commuter Leesburg VA DC 1/6 20 4 24
Bus Service

619 | 120 15 C-TRAN - C-Tran Public Jonesboro GA Atlanta 1/6 4 16 8 24
Transit System
MTA - Meridian Transit

619 | 121 4 | Authority [Lauderdale Meridian MS 1/6 4 24 0 24
County]
Piedmont Wagon Transit

619 | 122 | 40 |l System (PWTS) [Catawba Hickory NC 1/6 4 4 20 24
County]
HARTS - Harnett Area

619 | 123 | 41 |l Rural Transit System Lillington NC 1/6 4 10 14 24
[Harnett County]
CCT - Cleveland County
Transit / Transportation

Shelb NC

619 | 124 | 42 Administration of Cleveland oy 1o 4 R 13 24
County

619 | 125 9 Clarksville Transit System Clarksvile | TN Clarksville 1/6 4 15 9 24
(CTS)

619 94 18 NewllnterUrban (NI) Public Vorkiown N 16 5 0 o4 24
Transit System

619 | 95 | 17 [ OCBS-OtsegoCountyBus Gaylord M 1/6 5 0 24 24
System
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MATS - Muskegon Area
619 96 18 || Transit System/ The Shore | Muskegon Ml Muskegon 1/6 5 18 6 24
Line (Muskegon Heights)
619 | o7 | 19 | CCT- GeaugaCounty Chardon | OH 16 | 5 | o | 24 24
Transit
FDLAT - Fond du Lac Area
619 | 98 | 15 | Transit/Fond duLac P wi Fonddulac | 1/6 | 5 | 10 | 14 24
Transit Department
Amarillo City Transit
619 | 65 33 | System/DR: Spec-Trans Amarillo X Amarillo 1/6 6 16 8 24
(small urban transit district)
HandiTran - City of
619 | 66 | 34 | /ringlonHandiTran Special | L oy Dallas 176 | 6 7 | 17 24
Transit Division (small
urban transit district)
T —
619 | 30 | 26 | eBus-CivofGreeley ) | co 16 | 8 | 15 | 9 24
Transit Services Division
Fargo-Moorhead (MN)
Metro Area Transit - MAT
F 1
619 | 4o 3 provides FR & DR services aree ND Fargo /6 8 16 8 24
in MN & ND
Mountain Line - Mountain
619 | 91 | 11 | LineTransit/VanGO Flagstaft | AZ Flagstaff 1/6 9 14 | 10 24
Paratransit (Coconino County
Community Transportation
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Services)
County Express - San
619 92 75 || Benito County Transit/ DR: Hollister CA 1/6 9 9 15 24
Ride Share
Community Transit (CT) /
642 | 53 18 || Community Coach (Newark | Passaic NJ NYC 1/6 2 23 23
- Passaic)
Citibus - City of Kingston
Public Transportation,
642 54 36 | Paratransit, Trolley Tour Bus / Kingston NY Poughkeepsie 1 2 23 23
Ulster County Area Transit
(UCAT)
642 | 126 | 43 | CCTS-CabarusCounty o o] ne 16 | 4 | 12 | 11 23
Transportation System
642 99 16 é;ité;anesvme Transit Janesville wi Janesville 1/6 5 20 3 23
PeopleRIDES - Central
lowa Regional Transit Marshallto
IA
642 | 34 | 23 | o iem (CIRTS)/Region | wn ° ! 23 23
Planning Commission
642 | 41 | 27 | OST-SteamboatSprngs | seambost | 116 | 8 | 20 | 3 23
Transit Springs
City Bus - Cheyenne
Ch wy Ch 1/6 8
g2 -2 2 Transit Program (CTP) eyenne eyenne 16 / e
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642 | 93 | 76 | COLT-ClyOperatedlocal | o e | ca LA 116 9 12 | 11 23
Transit
642 | 32 22 || Pullman Transit (PT) Pullman WA 1/6 10 18 5 23
KV Transit - Kennebec
651 | 40 | 6 | /ey CommunityActon ), e | e e | 1 | 4 | 18 22

Program / DR: KV Transit /
KV Van (Waterville-Augusta)

651 41 7 Coastal Trans, Inc. Bath ME 1/6 1 2 20 22

(Rockland-Bath)

Green Mountain Express
Benni ) 1/6 1
651 42 4 (American Red Cross GME) ennington 4 18 22
651 55 37 || Monroe Bus Company Brooklyn NY Poughkeepsie 1 2 22 22
CAT - Charlotte Area Transit / Punta
) e Charlotte County Dial-A-Ride Gorda FL /e 4 5 17 -
DACTS - Durham Agency
651 | 128 | 44 | Coordnated Transportation | o e Raleigh 16 | 4 | 8 | 14 22
Services [Durham County
Rural Transit]
DCUTS - Duplin County
651 | 120 | 45 | ontedTransitSystem/ | wie | NC 16 | 4 | 8 | 14 22
Duplin County
Transportation Department
651 | 130 | 4p | CTo-DavidsonCounty i o | e 16 | 4 | 9 | 13 22

Transportation System
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651 | 131 | a7 | CCTA-Burke County Morgantow | 116 4 10 | 12 22
Transit Administration n
651 | 132 | 10 zj"TCSO” TransitAuthorty | . eon | TN Jackson 176 | 4 | 14 | 8 22
651 | 100 | 19 | CCTC-Clare County Hamison | MI 176 5 0 22 22
Transit Corporation
UMCSS - University of i i
651 | 101 16 | Minnesota Campus Shuttle mnzapm MN Minn-St.P 1/6 5 4 18 22
Service
651 | 102 | 20 i?eAaTT'r;Z?tngﬂeld City Springfield | OH Springfield 116 5 15 7 22
RTC - lowa Northland
Regional Transit
651 35 24 Commission (INCOG) / Waterloo IA 6 7 22 22
REGION 7
651 | 43 6 APT'A”OV\,’ Public Lemmon | SD 176 8 12 10 22
Transportation
YCAT - Yuma County Area
Y AZ
651 94 12 Transit (Yuma MPO) uma Yuma 1/6 9 9 13 22
667 | 43 17 || Valley Transit District (VTD) Derby CT 6 1 21 21
667 | 66 | 19 | -0 Fredericksburg Fredericks | A | Fredericksburg 1 3 | 21 21
Regional Transit urg
667 | 67 | 20 ?ngéitPetersburg Area Petersburg | VA Richmond 176 3 17 4 21
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667 | 133 35 CCT -.Calhoun County Blountstow FL 116 4 0 21 21
Transit n

667 | 134 | 4g | SCUSA-StanyCounty e | ne e | 4 | 9 | 12 21
Transportation

667 | 135 | 49 | [CCOA-Rockingham Reidsvile | NC 176 | 4 | 6 | 15 21
County Council on Aging
GLBS-Green Line Bus

667 | 103 | 14 | Service (City of DeKalb- DeKalb IL 1/6 5 11 10 21
DSATS)
Twin Cities Area
Transportation Authority / Benton

M 1/6 5

667 | 104 | 20 Benton Harbor Dial-A-Ride Harbor 3 18 21
(BHDAR)

667 | 105 | 21 | I - Richland County Mansfield | OH Mansfield 1/6 5 11 10 21
Transit
NCRTD - North Central
Regional Transit District (created

667 67 6 2007, consolidated City of Espanola Espanola NM 1/6 6 11 10 21
and Rio Arriba County systems; Santa
Fe County, Los Alamos County, Rio
Arriba County, Taos County)
El Aguilla Rural

667 68 35 Transportation - \,Nebb ) Laredo X Laredo 1/6 6 0 21 21
County Community Action
Agency (rural transit district)
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Rio Transit / Harlingen
Transit - Lower Rio Grande
667 | 69 | 36 | Valley Development McAllen X McAllen 1/6 6 16 5 21
Council (small urban transit
district)
667 | 36 | 6 | Rde-CiyofSt Stdoseph | MO | St Joseph : 7| 21 21
Joseph Transit
ACE - Altamont Commuter
667 | 95 77 | Express (San Joaquin Stockton CA Stockton 4 9 21 21
Regional Rail Commission)
667 | 96 78 || Thousand Oaks Transit Thg‘;iznd CA 1/6 9 7 14 21
Mountain Rides (merge of
667 33 3 KART’ I,Deak BUS,’ & W,OOd Ketchum ID 1/6 10 14 7 21
River Rideshare in Blaine
County) / 7 vans
683 | 44 2 th;i?i;tg\;::;nsn Manchester | NH Manchester 1/6 1 15 5 20
683 | 68 | 30 | T -Haeleton Public Hazeton | PA 1 3 | 20 20
Transit
683 | 69 | 31 [ CATA-Crawford Area Meadile | PA 16 | 3 | 14 | 6 20
Transportation Authority
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LCTA - Loudon County Transit
(Loudon County Transportation
Association) / VA Regional
Transit (VRT) / Job Access
683 70 21 || Mobility Commuter Service Leesburg VA DC 1 3 20 20
(JAM) [VRT serves 10 rural
counties in NW & Central
Virginia, based in Purceville,
VA]
WinTran - Winchester
Winchesti VA 1/6 3
683 | 71 22 Transit (City of Winchester) eneser 10 10 20
Wiregrass Transit Authority
Doth AL 6 4
683 | 136 9 (WTA) othan 20 20
683 | 137 | 50 | C-Tran- Town of Cary Cary NC Raleigh 6 4 20 20
COG-Transit: Lumber River
683 | 138 | 51 | Council of Governments Lumberton | NC 1/6 4 8 12 20
[Robeson County]
McDowell County
683 | 139 52 | Transportation Planning Board Marion NC 6 4 20 20
(MCTPB)
GLTA - Greater Lapeer
L Mi 1/6 5
683 | 106 | 21 Transportation Authority apeet 0 20 20
CARPTS - Call-A-Ride
Ad OK 6 6
683 | 70 15 Public Transit System ¢ 20 20
683 | 71 | 37 | Community Transit Corsicana | TX 16 | 6 | 0 | 20 20
Services (rural transit
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district - 2 counties)
WFTS - Wichita Falls o
683 | 72 38 | Transit System (small urban V\ﬁ:rl:ga > 1/6 6 8 12 20
transit district)
Davenport CitiBus /
683 | a7 | 25 [DavenportPublicTransit o ot | 1A 16 | 7 | 16 | 4 20
(Large Urban Transit
System - 200K)
DART - City of Fort Dodge
Dodger Area Rapid Transit
Fort Dod 1A 1/6 7
683 | 38 26 (Small Urban Transit ortBodge R 9 20
System)
The T - Lawrence Transit
L KS 1/6 7
683 39 5 System (LTS) awrence 10 10 20
683 | 97 79 || Union City Transit (UTC) UnionCity | CA 1/6 9 15 5 20
Asotin County Transit /
PTBA
683 34 23 (Regional Public Transportation, Clarkston WA 1/6 10 10 10 20
Inc. /RSVP /Interlink /Rogers
Counseling Center /Asotin County
Dev. & Residential Svcs)
Easy Rider - Mid-Ohio Valley Parkersbur
oot e s Transit Authority (MOVTA) g9 w ! 3 18 1 19
701 | 140 53 || ACTA - Ashe County Jefferson NC 1/6 4 7 12 19
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Transportation Authority
STAR - Union County
Specialized Transportation

701 | 141 54 | for Area Residents / Union Monroe NC 6 4 19 19
County Transportation
System

701 | 142 | 55 | CCT- Cherokee County Muphy | NC e | 4 | 7 | 12 19
Transit

701 | 143 | 56 | HATS-HokeAeaTransit oo | Ne 16 | 4 | 8 | 11 19
Services [Hoke County]

701 | 107 | 15 | OMT-Danville Mass Danville IL 1/6 5 10 9 19
Transit

701 | 108 | 22 [ SWIA-CadllacWextord oy | i 16 | s | 0 | 19 19
Transit Authority
DART - City of Midland

701 | 109 | 23 | Dial-A-Ride / Midland Midland M 1/6 5 0 19 19
County Connection
RMBS - Roscommon Mini-

701 | 110 | 24 | DuSSystem/Roscommon | o o e | 16 | 5 | 0 | 19 19
County Transportation
Authority
HSI Transporter (Human .

701 | 111 | 17 | Services, Inc.)- Cacrl 1w 6 5 19 19
Washington County
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701 | 112 | 22 | WCTS- Warren County Lebanon | OH e | 5 | o | 19 19
Transit Service
ST-Southwest Transit
701 73 16 || [Greer, Harmon, Jackson Altus OK 1/6 6 13 6 19
Counties]
EZ Rider - Midland-Odesa
701 74 39 | Urban Transit District (small Odessa TX Odessa 1/6 6 14 5 19
urban transit district)
MTA - Clinton Municipal
Transit Administration
Cli IA 1/6 7
701 40 2 (Small Urban Transit inton 10 9 19
System)
701 41 6 Reno Count,y Public Hutchinson KS 1/6 7 5 14 19
Transportation Department
Outback Express - East
701 44 28 || Central Council of Stratton co 6 8 19 19
Governments
RapidRide - Rapid Transit o o
Rapid Cit SD Rapid Cit 1/6 8
701145 7| System ) Dial-A-Ride ey e S "
Valley Transit (VT) [Walla Walla
WA 1/6 10
701 35 24 Walla County] Walla 13 6 19
Northern New England
719 | 45 8 Passenger Rail Authority Portland ME Portland 4 1 18 18
(NNEPRA)
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719 | 46 | 3 | NashuaTransitSystem Nesia | NH Nashua 176 | 1 6 | 12 18
(Citybus)
The Link - Hunterdon

719 | 56 | 1g [ Coun Consoldated Flemingion | N 16 | 2 | 12 | 6 18
Transportation System /
Flemington Shuttle / LOOP
County Commuter - y t

719 73 12 || Washington County agenrs Y mp 1/6 3 14 4 18
Transportation Dept.

719 | 144 | 3p [ SCT-Hiberty County Bristol FL 1/6 4 0 18 18
Transit

719 | 145 | 37 | Levy County Transit Bronson FL 1/6 4 0 18 18
OUTS - Onslow United Jacksoml

719 | 146 | 57 | Transit System [Onslow el Ne 176 4 8 10 18
County]
Kingsport Area Transit )

K N 1/6 4

719 | 147 1 Senvice (KATS) ingsport 8 10 18

719 | 113 19 CATS - C|t¥ of Anderson Anderson N 116 5 3 10 18
Transportation System

719 | 114 | 20 | FCPT-Frankin County Brookvile | IN 176 | 5 | 0 | 18 18
Public Transportation

719 | 115 | 21 [ OCTS- Orange County Paci | IN 16 | s | o | 18 18
Transit Service

719 116 22 RVTS - Rose View Transit Richmond IN 1/6 5 11 7 18
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System
CCTA - Crawford County
Grayli Ml 1/6
v 28 Transportation Authority raving 0 18 1
719 | 118 23 STS - Sandusky Transit Sandusky OH Sandusky 6 5 18 18
System
719 | 119 17 || BTS - Beloit Transit System Beloit wi Beloit 1/6 5 13 5 18
CVRTD - Concho Valley Rural
Transit District / Thunderbird
Rural PT System - San Angelo
ke = <Al Street Railroad Company / City San Angelo ™ San Angelo 176 6 9 9 18
of San Angelo Transit (small
urban & rural transit districts)
R-Transit - Golden
Crescent Regional Planning . o
719 76 41 o . Victoria X Victoria 1/6 6 11 7 18
Commission / Victoria
Transit (rural transit district)
Class LTD [Cherokee,
719 | 42 7 Crawford, Labette, Columbus KS 1/6 7 9 9 18
Montgomery Counties]
The Bus - Unified
719 | 43 8 | Government of Wyandotte KaC"itS;S KS 16 7 9 9 18
County/Kansas City, KS
TLCTA - Two Lakes
719 | 44 9 |l Coordinated Transit Manhattan | KS 1/6 7 6 12 18
Alliance / Coordinated
FTA Office of Mobility Innovation 224 June 2011




FTA Transit ITS Architecture Consistency Review — 2010 Update

3300" Transit Agencies and Other Transportation Providers in the United States (2010)

Transit Size | 2010 — Transit > < S . # of Passenger Vehicles
: w| 835 | 0% »
- 3 e Agencies o = | %92 53| n|_ 2|z &| z=|_ol=
o8 2> 2 < & | ©20 (e<| @ P83 (B5| = | _ 8|S |8=|9
S5 5% i (by # of service w ggo e € |25 (88 2B |22 128 | & TOTAL
= = Q . = — S S =: ~ .
= s g;_ vehicles) Za 3 e ‘_,% 2 2 = &f 255 o
Transit District #4 (6 county
area serviced by Twin Valley
Developmental Services, Inc -
Greenleaf, KS)
OATS - Older Adult
TransService - Northwest
St.Joseph | MO St. Joseph 1/6 7
791 45 7 Region / St. Joseph County osep osep 0 18 18
Transportation Authority
719 | 46 | 29 | niversiyofColorado Bouder | CO 16 | 8 | 10 | 8 18
Transportation Services
719 | a7 30 MEBS-Mountam Express Crested co 116 8 10 8 18
Bus Service Butte
719 | 98 80 | City of Arcadia Transit (AT) Arcadia CA LA 6 9 18 18
The Shuttle - Nantucket
743 47 14 || Regional Transit Authority Nantucket MA Boston 1/6 1 17 0 17
(NRTA)
BAT Community Connector
743 | 48 9 - Bangor Are? Bangor ME Bangor 1/6 1 15 2 17
Comprehensive
Transportation System
The Island Explorer -
743 50 11 || Acadia National Park Bar Harbor | ME 1 1 17 17
(Mount Desert Island)
Downeast Transportation
Bar Harb ME 1 1
743 | 49 10 (Ellsworth-Bar Harbor) ar Harbor 17 17
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CCPT Clinton County
Public Transit (formerly

743 57 38 CART - Clinton Area Rural Plattsburgh NY 1/6 2 12 5 17
Transit)
FCT - Flagler County

743 | 148 | 38 | Transport/Flagler County | PaimCoast | FL 1/6 4 0 17 17
Council on Aging
Swain Transit (ST) - Swain ,

Bryson C NC 1/6 4

743 | 149 58 County Rural Transt ryson City 7 10 17

743 | 150 | 59 [ CCATS-CarteretCounty | woenead |\ 16 | 4 | 7 | 10 17
Area Transportation System City

743 | 151 | g0 | COLTS-Countyoflee Sanford | NC 1/6 4 7 10 17
Transit System

743 | 152 | g1 | CCIT- Columbus County Whitevile | NC 176 4 7 10 17
Interagency Transportation

743 | 153 | g | MCT-Martin County Williamston | NC 1/6 4 7 10 17
Transit
Cass Area Transit [Cass

L t| IN 1/6 5

743 | 120 23 County/City of Logansport] oganseo 0 17 17

743 | 121 | 26 [ CCTS-CharevoixCounty o gy | i 16 | s | o | 17 17
Transit System

743 | 122 | o7 | LETS-LivingstonEssential | ]y, 16 | 5 | 17 | 0 17
Transportation Service
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743 77 9 SJPT - Saint James Parish Convent A ; 5 17 17
Transit
743 78 7 CMTS, - City of (,:arISbad Carlsbad NM Carlsbad 1/6 6 11 6 17
Municipal Transit System
PTT - City of Roswell Pecos
743 79 8 Trails Transit & Handivan Roswell NM 1/6 6 12 5 17
Lawton Area Transit
Lawt OK Lawt 1/6 6
743 80 17 System (LATS) awton awton 14 3 17
The Bus Community Transit
743 | 81 18 || System (City of Stillwater & Stillwater OK 1/6 6 17 0 17
Oklahoma State University)
743 | 48 8 Yankton Transit (YT) Yankton SD 6 8 17 17
Laguna Beach Municipal
743 | 99 | 81 | TransitLines (FR=12JT+ L;ga“j: CA 1 9 17 17
5 FR buses)
743 | 100 | 82 | Vacaville City Coach Vacaville CA 116 9 12 5 17
Community Urban Bus
Service (CUBS) / Cowlitz , _
L WA L 1/6 10
743 36 25 County Transit Authority onguiew ongview / 10 17
(Kelso)
766 | 58 39 | Centro of Cayuga Auburn NY Syracuse 1 2 16 16
Ride Tioga - Tioga County , ,
Nichol NY Bingh 1/6 2
766 | 39 1 40 1 bpjic Transit (T-Tran) chale ingharmton o | 7 g
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766 60 41 Centro of Oswego Oswego NY Syracuse 1 2 16 16

Danville Mass Transit
Danvil VA Danvil 116

766 74 23 Senvices (DMTS) anville anville 10 6 16

766 | 154 39 Fort Laudgrdale Water Bus Fort FL 5 4 16 16
(water taxi) Lauderdale
GCARC - Gulf County .

766 | 155 | 40 | Association of Retarded rorSant | R 16 | 4 0o | 16 16
Citizens

766 | 156 | 16 | Aoany TransitSystem Abany | GA e | 4 | 11| 5 16
(ATS)
Community Action of
Southern Kentucky (GO BG: Bowi

766 | 157 | 4 | 4busroutes+GO,TOO-DR | gert | KY 16 | 4 | 8 | 8 16
service) [BRADD-Barren River
Area Development District]

766 | 158 | 63 | CAn1o-Bladen AreaRural | izabetho | 16 | 4 | 6 | 10 16
Transportation System wn

766 | 159 5 E’;SSZ)RICO Ports Authority San Juan PR San Juan 5 4 16 16

766 | 123 | 16 | JvervalleyMetoMass | e | L e | 5 | 12 | 4 16
Transit District

766 | 124 | 28 CATS - Clinton Area Transit | o . one | v Lansing 6 5 16 16
System

766 | 125 | 18 | Trailblazer Transit (McLeod | Adingon | MN 6 5 16 16
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County - Gaylord)
766 | 126 | 1g [ ¢ Bus-Trvaley Crookston | MIN 1/6 3 | 13 16

Heartland Express Bus

MHE - Mankato Heartland
766 | 127 | 20 || Express/ City of Mankato Mankato MN 1/6 5 13 3 16
Mass Transit Division

Hiawathaland Transit -
766 | 128 | 21 || Three Rivers Community Zumbrota MN 6 5 16 16
Action (TRCA) [Plainville]

CCT - Grant County Corre

. : Silver Cit NM 1/6 6 8 8 16
Caminos Transit y

766 | 82 9

766 83 42 PAT - Port Arthur Transit Port Arthur TX Port Arthur 1/6 6 10 6 16

(small urban transit district)

SMSU-Southwest Missouri
766 | 46 8 State University Shuttle Springfield | MO Springfield 1/6 7 16 16
Service
BATA - Brookings Area
Brooki SD 6 8
766 49 9 Transit Authority rookings 16 16
766 | 50 10 | Palace Transit (PT) Mitchell SD 1/6 8 8 8 16
LT - City of L
766 | 101 | g3 | COLT-CilyofLompoc Lompoc | CA 16 | 9 | 13| 3 16
Transit
766 | 102 | 84 || NCT - National City Transit Nagi‘t’y”a' CA San Diego 1 9o | 16 16
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Treasure Valley Transit /
Treasure Valley Metro
766 | 37 4 |l (TVM) [Boise City - Meridian - | BoiseCity | 1D 1/6 10 6 10 16
Nampa] (8-county service
area0
CCPT - Columbia County
766 38 26 || Public Transportation (16 Dayton WA 6 10 16 16
DR =5 Para + 11 vanpools)
766 | 39 | 27 [ F1°-PaciicTransi Raymond | WA 176 | 10 | 10 | 6 16
System
The New Britain
792 51 18 | Transportation Company Kensington | CT Hartford 1 1 15 15
(Berlin)
702 | 160 | ea | CCATS - Caldwel County Lenoir NC 1/6 4 6 9 15
Area Transit System
792 | 129 | 29 [ ACTA-Antim County Bellarie | MI 1/6 5 0 15 15
Transportation Agency
792 | 130 | 30 DATA.-DeIta Area Transit Escanaba Wi 16 5 0 15 15
Authority
MAT - Marshall Area
Marshall MN 1/6 5
792 | 131 1 22 1ansit City of Marshal arene ! 8 15
ACRTA - Allen County
Li OH 1/6 5
792 | 132 24 Regional Transit Authority me 10 5 15
792 | 84 10 || A-TRANS - City of Alexandria LA 1/6 6 11 4 15
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Alexandria Transit
APCOA - Avoyelles Parish
Council on Aging / ,
Marksvill LA 6 6
792 | 85 1 1T Avoyelles Parish Public arene 15 15
Transit
792 86 10 Z-Trans - Zia Therapy Alamogord | 6 5 15 15
Center 0
South Central Council of
792 | 87 11 Governments (SCCOG) Elephant NM 116 6 12 3 15
[northern Dona Ana County & Butte
southern Sierra County]
RYDE Transit (Reach Your
Destination Easily) - Buffalo
County Public
792 | 47 3 || Transportation (Service Kearney | NE 6 7 15 15
provider: Community Action
Partnership of Mid-Nebraska -
CAPMN)
792 | 51 | 31 | SROA-SemorResources |, | oo 6 8 15 15
Development Agency
702 | 52 | 11 [FTS-People's Transi Huron SD 1/6 8 8 7 15
System
Casper Area Transportation
o wy o 1/6 8
792 53 3 Coaliion (CATC) asper asper 6 9 15
792 | 54 4 | STAR - Sweetwater County Rock wy 6 8 15 15
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Transportation Authority Springs
792 | 103 | 85 Scra;;j:)Transn(Bemma Benicia CA 1/6 8 7 15
792 | 104 86 Ei(:]zsm(g:/leBmumClpal Bus Commerce | CA LA 1/6 9 10 5 15
City of El Monte
Transportation Services
792 | 105 | 87 | Division (EMTSD)/ElMonte El Monte CA LA 1/6 9 9 6 15
Trolley Co. / El Monte Commuter
Shuttle / Dial-A-Ride
San Luis Obispo Transit San Luis
792 | 106 | 88 (SLO Transit Obispo CA 116 9 15 0 15
BLAST - Turlock Transit
Lines / Bus Line Service of
Turlock CA LA 116 9
792 1107189 100k | Dial-A-Ride of e 87 1
Turlock (DART)
812 | 52 2 Bonanza (BZ) Providence RI Providence 1/6 1 7 7 14
PART - Putnam Area Rapid
812 | 61 42 | Transit (Putnam County ﬁ:\g}:tl NY NYC 1/6 2 9 5 14
Transit)
LBB - Long Beach Bus (City
812 | 62 | 43 | of Long Beach e Ny NYC 16 | 2 | 12 | 2 14
Transportation Department)
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GGFTS - Greater Glens
. _ Queensbur

812 | 63 44 | Falls Transit System / FR = Y NY Glen Falls 1/6 2 12 2 14
6 buses + 6 trolleys
PATS - Pitt Area Transit

Greenvill NC

812 | 161 65 System [Pitt County] reenville 1/6 4 4 10 14

812 | 162 | 66 GCTS-Grqham Cognty Robbinsvill | 116 4 6 8 14
Transportation Services e

812 | 163 | o7 | O - Person County Roxboro | NC 1/6 4 6 8 14
Transportation

812 | 164 | gg | “CT - JacksonCounty Sylva NC 176 4 6 8 14
Transit
BATS - Beaufort Area .

812 | 165 | 69 | TransitSystem [Beaufort | """ | e 16 | 4 6 8 14
County]

g12 | 166 | 70 | /CTS-Wison County Wilson NC 1/6 4 6 8 14
Transportation System

812 | 133 o4 LINK Hen.dncks County. Danville N 5 5 14 14
Community Transportation

812 | 134 | 25 THTU.-C|'t'y of Terre Haute Terre IN 16 5 8 6 14
Transit Utility Haute
VBPT - Van Buren Pubic

B M

812 | 135 31 Transit [Van Buren County] angor 1/6 5 0 14 14

812 | 136 | 32 [ ATA-Alger County Public |y iges | 16 | 5 | 0 | 14 14
Transit / ALTRAN Transit
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Authority
Transit Alternatives Senior Fergus
MN 6 5
812 1 1371 23 Citizens Program (TASCP) Falls 14 14
Moorhead-Fargo (ND)
Metro Area Transit - MAT
Moorhead | MN F 1/6 5
812 | 138 24 provides FR & DR services cormea oo 12 2 14
in MN & ND
Transit Connection - Tri-
CAP Transit Connection
St. Cloud MN St. Cloud 6 5
812 11391 25 1 ipiar.a-Ride (Waite Park, | Lo b b
MN)
HATS - Hancock Area
Transportation Services /
Find| OH 1/6 5
812 ] 140 25 HHWP Community Action ey 0 14 14
Commission
BRAD - Black River Public
812 88 6 Transit / Black River Area Poca:onta AR 1/6 6 0 14 14
Development (3 counties)
CPPT - Calcasieu Parish Lake
LA 6 6
SEZN S 12 Public Transit (Police Jury) Charles 14 14
WPQOCS - Webster Parish
Office of Community ,
s 2l IS Services / Webster Public Minden LA 6 ® 14 14
Transit
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CATS - Clovis Area Transit
Clovi NM 6 6
812 | 9 12 System (City of Clovis) ove 14 14
ZEE -Zuni Entrepreneurial .
Z NM 1/6 6
812 92 13 Enterprises [McKinley County] o 14 %
MCPT - Mason City Public
812 48 28 Transit/ Paratransit.by Cerro Mason City IA 176 7 10 4 14
Gordo County Transit (Small
Urban Transit System)
g12 | 55 | 32 | <X~ FrontRange Colorado |~ 1 s | 14 14
Express Springs
g12 | 56 | 4 |5°T-SoursBasin Minot | ND 6 8 14 14
Transportation (7 counties)
Sun Cities Area Transit
Sun Cit AZ Phoeni 6 9
812 | 108 13 System (SCAT) un City oenix 14 14
Corona Cruiser (CC) - City
812 1109 1 90} corona Dial-A-Ride Gorona 1 CA R L I I
812 40 4 Fairbanks North Star Anchorage AK Anchorage 1/6 10 8 6 14
Borough Transit
MACS (Metropolitan Area
812 | 41 5 | Commuter System) / DR: Fairbanks AK Fairbanks 1/6 10 9 5 14
VanTran
Twin Transit - Lewis Public
812 | 42 28 || Transportation Benefit Area | Centralia WA 1/6 10 12 2 14
(LPTBA) [Lewis County]
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= 3| Te & hicl gg"l % 038 2 2 2. s I SR =N g ] L

2 s| 2 vehicles) = 3 5 S |8 = & z (@

Pocono Pony / MCTA-
Monroe County
Swift PA 1/6 3
843 1 75 32 Transportation Authority itvater 8 5 13
[Scotrun, PA]
STAR Transit (ST) -
Accomack-Northampton
843 76 24 | (Counties) Transportation Parksley VA 1/6 3 10 3 13
District Commission
(ANTDC)
PCTA - Polk County
Columb NC 1/6 4
843 | 167 71 Transportation Authority onmous S 8 13
843 | 168 | 72 [ SCDSS-SeotendCounty 1\ oo | Ne e | 4 | 2 | 11 13
Dept of Social Services
843 | 169 | 73 | MCTA-Madison County Marshall | NC 176 4 5 8 13
Transportation Authority
RiverRider Heartland
843 | 141 26 | Express (RRHE) - Big Lake, Elk River MN 6 5 13 13
MN
843 | 142 26 ACTS-Ash.tabuIa Cpunty Ashtabula OH 116 5 0 13 13
Transportation Services
843 | 143 | 27 | SCAT- Seneca County Tiffin OH 1/6 5 0 13 13
Area Transportation
843 | 93 14 TCOA-Terrebonne Council Houma A 5 6 13 13
on Aging
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> S =]

SLPOCS - Saint Landry

843 | o4 | 15 | -anshOfficeof Communty | oo oo La 6 6 13 13
Services / Saint Landry
Parish Public Transit
LARC - Lafourche

843 95 16 || Association of Retarded Thibodaux LA 6 6 13 13
Citizens
Atomic City Transit (ACT) -

843 | 96 14 || Los Alamos County Los Alamos | NM 1/6 6 7 6 13
(formerly LA Bus)
Ottumwa Transit Authority -

843 | 49 29 | OTA/DR: OTA Lift (Small Ottumwa IA 116 7 7 6 13
Urban Transit System)
SKAT - Southeast Kansas
Area Transit Coordinating

843 50 10 Council / Coordinated Transit Chanute KS 1/6 7 13 0 13
District #10 (Coffeyville, KS)
[SEK-CAP, Inc. of Girard, KS)
[10 counties]

843 | 57 33 || City of Aspen Transit Aspen co 1 8 13 13

843 | 58 34 | LR -Lakewood Rides Lakewood | CO 6 8 13 13

843 59 12 AlVCT-Area v ) Sisseton SD 6 8 13 13
Community Transit
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2828 @ Y N <| 5 |=2|se| E°F g2 |=8 | m
o o “:X’ vehicles) =z o 3 S [T |88 = 5 Td | |~
> S =]
Bay Area Water Emergency
Transportation Authority
(WETA) - formerly WTA,
843 | 110 | 91 | Includes: Alameda Harbor Fraf]ii”sco CA San Fran 5 9 13 13
Bay Ferry (5 vessels) &
Vallejo Baylink (4 vessels) +
4 new vessels
DuFast Transit - DuBois-
Fall Creek-Sandy Township
861 77 33 || Joint Transportation DuBois PA 1/6 3 7 5 12
Authority (DFT) [Clearfield
County]
PennDOT Commuter Rail
Harrisb PA Harrisb 4 3
861 78 34 (senvice to Philadelphia) arrisburg arrisburg 12 12
Fairfax CUE Bus System
g61 | 79 | 25 | \ClvofFaiax)-Ciy Faifax | VA bC 1 3 | 12 12
University Energy-saver /
City Wheels
BTT - Bay Town Trolley /
861 | 170 41 Bay County Transﬂ/Bay Pangma EL 116 4 10 5 12
County Council on Aging Bay City
Coordinated Transportation
Pender County Human
B NC 6 4
861 | 171 74 Service (Burgaw, NC) Hoa 12 12
861 | 172 | 75 | CCT - Clay County Hayesville NC 1/6 4 4 8 12
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Transportation

861 | 173 | 76 | /CTA-Avery County Newland | NC 116 4 4 8 12
Transportation Authority

861 | 174 | 77 | ACTS-AnsonCounty Wadesboro | NC 1/6 4 5 7 12
Transportation System
Van-Go - City of Vincennes

861 | 144 | 26 Van-Go Pu?hc Vincennes | IN 176 5 0 12 12
Transportation [Knox
County]

861 | 145 | 27 | KABS-KosciuskoArea Warsaw | N 16 | 5 | 0 | 12 12
Bus Service

861 | 146 | 33 | S Saniac , Carsonville | Ml 1/6 5 0 12 12
Transportation Corporation
Detroit People Mover

861 147 34 (Detroit TranSportatlon Detroit M Detroit Other 5 12 12
Corporation - DTC) -
Automated Guideway
Shakopee Transit (City of

Shak MN 1/6 5

861 148 27 Shakopee) - DR = 3 vans akopee 9 3 12
BPCOA - Bienville Parish

861 97 17 || Council on Aging / Bienville Arcadia LA 6 6 12 12
Parish Public Transit

861 08 18 APCOA-Ascgnsion Parish Donallldson LA 6 6 12 12
Council on Aging / ville
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Ascension Parash Public
Transit
WPCOA - Washington
Parish Council on Aging / ,

Franklint LA 6 6

861 9 19 Washington Parish Public ranimen 12 12
Transit

861 | 100 15 Chile !_me-Town of Taos Taos M Taos 16 6 5 5 12
Transit

861 | 101 | 19 [ VUT-Washia Valley Chickasha | OK 1/6 6 5 7 12
Transit System
Coralville Transit System

861 51 30 | (Large Urban Transit Coralville IA 1/6 7 9 3 12
System - 50K)
Free Ride - Town of Breckentid

861 60 35 || Breckenridge Public recg:znn co 1 8 12 12
Transportation
Durango LIFT - City of

861 61 36 || Durango (DL)/DR: Opportunity Durango co 1/6 8 10 2 12
Bus

861 62 37 COLT-Clty of Loveland Loveland co . 8 5 7 12
Transit
HATS - City of Helena Area

861 | 63 4 |l Transit Service / Helena MT 1/6 8 8 4 12
Checkpoint Bus / Dial-A-
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Ride
Eagle Transit (ET)
861 64 5 (Flathead County Area IX Kalispell MT 1/6 8 10 2 12
Agency on Aging)
City Bus - City of Minot Bus _
Minot ND 1/6 8
861 65 5 Department (VBD) ino 9 3 12
Sage Stage (Modoc County
Regional Transportation
861 | 111 | g2 | Planning Agency - Aturas | CA 1/6 9 8 4 12
MCRTPA) 4 regional routes
serving NE CA, NW NV & SE
WA + local Alturas Dial-A-Ride
g61 | 112 | o3 | -@Mrada Cily Transi LaMirada | CA LA 6 9 12 12
(LMT)
PTA- Targhee Regional
Public Transportation
Idaho Fall ID 1 10
861 | 43 15 | authority (RPTA) aho Fals 12 12
[Bonneville County]
Newburgh-Beacon Bus
889 64 45 COFp. /TLC - The , Newburgh NY Poughkeepsie 1/6 2 7 4 11
Leprechaun Connection
(New Windsor-Newburgh)
gg9 | 8o | a5 | oustownUmanTransit | o o | Pa 16 | 3 | 10 | 1 11
(PUT)
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Autauga County Rural ,
Prattvil AL 6 4
889 | 1751 10 Transportation (ACRT) e " U
SunTran - Ocala/Marion
889 | 176 | 42 | County Public Transit Ocala | FL 16 | 4 | 9 | 2 11
System / Marion County
Senior Services
TRANSPORT -
Transylvania People
889 | 177 | 78 | Oriented Rural Brevard NC 1/6 4 4 7 11
Transportation
[Transylvania County]
889 | 178 | 79 YCTA-Yanpey Count.y Bumsvile | NC 176 4 4 7 11
Transportation Authority
889 | 179 | 80 RIT - Richmond (County') Hamlet NG 16 4 4 7 11
Interagency Transportation
889 | 180 | 81 |l LCT-Lenoir County Transit | Kinston NC 1/6 4 4 7 11
AIM - Alleghany in Motion /
889 | 181 82 | Alleghany County Public Sparta NC 1/6 4 5 6 11
Transportation
889 | 182 | g3 | CCATS-CaswelCounty e | e 16 | 4 4 7 11
Area Transportation System
SPARTA - Spartanburg
889 | 183 | 8 | AreaRegional Transit Sparanbur | 56 | Spartanburg 1 4 | 1 11
Agency / Transit Management of g
Spartanburg (Spartanburg Transit
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System)
889 | 149 | 28 Noble (County) Transit Abion N 16 5 0 11 11
System
889 | 150 29 MTS - Marion Transit Marion N 116 5 11 0 11
System
BATA - Branch Area Transit
Coldwat M 1/6 5
889 | 151 135 1 ) ithority [Branch County] oloweer 0 | M "
889 | 152 | 28 |l PBT - Paul Bunyan Transit Bemidji MN 6 5 11 11
CICHE - Chisago-Isanti
Cambrid MN 6 5
889 | 153 29 County Heartland Express ambnege R "
889 | 154 28 BCR,TA - Bu“er, County, Hamilton OH Cincinnati 1/6 5 6 5 11
Regional Transit Authority
889 | 155 | 29 ASC - Access Scioto Portsmouth | OH 16 5 0 11 11
County
Steel Valley Regional Steubenvill
OH 1/6 5
889 | 156 | 30 Transit Authority (SVRTA) e 6 S R
889 | 157 | 31 CTS-Champalgn Transit Ubana | OH 1/6 5 0 11 11
System [Champaign County]
TVCOA - Tangipahoa
Voluntary Council on Aging _
A LA 6 6
889 | 102 | 20 | Tangipahoa Parish Public e R R
Transit
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LCOA - Livingston Council
889 | 103 | 21 |l onAging/Livingston Parish ZZ::]ZZ LA 6 6 11 11
Public Transit
889 | 104 | 22 [ OPTIONS (Tangipahoa 1 i | L 6 6 11 11
Parish)
RAT - Red Apple Transit
889 | 105 16 (City of Fa.‘rmmgto.n) /DAR- Farmington | NM 1/6 6 6 5 11
Presbyterian Medical
Services / Dial-A-Ride
The Grand Connection -
889 | 106 | 43 Gran'd Prairie City Transit Grand _ Dalas 5 5 11 1
Services (small urban Prairie

transit district)

BTS - Bettendorf Transit
889 | 52 31 | System (Large Urban Bettendorf IA 1/6 7 8 3 11
Transit System - 200K)

Burlington Urban Service

S 2 ez (Small Urban Transit System) Burington A e ! 5 6 B
w0 | o0 | 3 | e | | o DR :
889 | 113 | 94 (8;2\'2%’8 Regional Transit |\ gesto | cA 16 | 9 | 6 | 5 11
918 | 53 5 gz:ffrr;fso;: (t:yT;r)anSit Middlebury | VT Middlebury 1/6 1 3 7 10
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918 | 65 46 | Clarkstown Mini-Trans Nanuet NY NYC 1 2 10 10
Poughkeepsie Transit
918 | 66 | 47 | System (Cityof Poughieep |y Pougtkespsic 1 2 | 10 10
Poughkeepsie)
PCAAA- Pike County Area Blooming
918 | 81 36 Agency on Aging [Hawley, PA] Grove PA 1/6 3 10 10
BCTMA - Bucks County
918 | 82 37 || Transportation Bristol PA 1/6 3 10 0 10
Management Association
918 | 83 26 || FAB - Farmville Area Bus Farmville VA 1/6 3 5 5 10
918 | 184 | 43 WCSISCC.-.Wakulla Cognty Crawfordvill | 116 4 0 10 10
Senior Citizens Council e
918 | 185 | 84 MVCTA'M,'tChe” Cou.nty Bakersvile | NC 176 4 4 6 10
Transportation Authority
Bristol Tennessee Transit
Bristol N 1/6 4
918 | 186 12 System (BTTS) risto 4 6 10
918 | 158 | 30 | CT- Union County Liberty IN 1/6 5 0 10 10
Transit Service
918 | 159 | 30 RIDES-Prglrle Five RIDES Montevideo | MN 5 5 10 10
Transportation Program
STEP Transportation (St.
Louis Park Emergency St. Louis
MN 6 5
918 | 160 | 31 Program) - all 10 vehicles Park 10 10
are volunteer vehicles
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918 | 161 32 KAT -.KandlyohlArea Wilmar VN 116 5 5 5 10
Transit

918 | 162 | 33 WTSTC'ty wamona Winona | MN 1/6 5 7 3 10
Transit Service
CCCOA - Crawford County
Council on Aging Public

918 | 163 | 32 | Transportation Service Bucyrus OH 1/6 5 0 10 10
[Crawford County
Transportation Program]

918 | 164 | 33 CTS - Chillicothe Transit Chilcotie | OH 16 5 7 3 10
System
CATS - Community Action

Piket OH 1/6 5

918 | 165 | 34 Transit System [Pike County] e 0 10 10

Pine Bluff Transit (PBT) ,
Pine Bluff AR 1/6 6

918 | 107 7 (City of Pine BIUff] ine Blu 5 5 10
RARC - Rapides

918 | 108 23 | Association of Retarded Alexandria LA 6 6 10 10
Citizens / J. Escew Center

918 | 109 | 24 | OPTIONS Foundations, Inc. Ffj;‘;g LA 6 6 10 10
St. Tammany Parish Public

918 | 110 | 25 | Transit/ COAST - Council Covington LA 6 6 10 10
on Aging Saint Tammany
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CPOCA - Claiborne Parish
Office of Community
H LA 6 6
918 | 111 26 Service / Clairborne Parish omer 10 10
Public Transit
TARC - Terrebonne
918 | 112 27 || Association of Retarded Houma LA 6 6 10 10
Citizens
918 | 113 | 28 [ SCAA-SMILECommuniy | o e | LA 6 6 10 10
Action Agency
918 | 114 29 LCTS.- Lake Charles Lake A 176 5 8 > 10
Transit System Charles
OARC - Quachita
Association of Retarded
918 | 115 30 Citizens /| ARCO of Monroe LA 6 6 10 10
Community Resources
AARC - Assumption .
918 | 116 | 31 | Association of Retarded Nepaeonl | 1 6 6 10 10
Citizens
918 | 117 | 32 ﬁsigg'A”en Council on Oakdale LA 6 6 10 10
WOPT - West Ouachita
918 | 118 | 33 | Senior Citizens / West s | 1A 6 6 10 10
Ouachita Public Transit
FTA Office of Mobility Innovation 247 June 2011




FTA Transit ITS Architecture Consistency Review — 2010 Update

3300" Transit Agencies and Other Transportation Providers in the United States (2010)

Transit Size | 2010 — Transit > < S . # of Passenger Vehicles
- H (7] § a' % (@] g > —
- 3 e Agencies 2] = 52 | 02| =n|_ 2= &| zT|.ol=
o | B =R r g,n- EEO Q< o Wm&c? = 8;U°m§ o
SE 83 2 (by # of service = ° §8e |°& @ |53 €3| @ |23gag| | TOTAL
3 =) 2 > =s g

*n_*’“g- S vehicles) Za® S gvgga S| EFE | @
RailRunner (New Mexico
Rail Runner - CR) [Belen to AlbuGUeraU

918 | 119 | 17 | Bemaliloin 2006/ T M| Abuguerque 4 10 10
Albuquerque & to Santa Fe in
2008]
Navajo Transit System (7
fixed routes in Navajo

918 | 120 | 18 Nation in NM & AZ: 4 routes Gallup NM 1 6 10 10
in northwest New Mexico)
MuscaBus - Muscatine

918 | 54 33 | Public Transit (Small Urban | Muscatine IA 1/6 7 6 4 10
Transit System)
Tri-Valley Developmental

918 | 55 11 Services, Inc. [Allen, Chanute KS 116 7 4 6 10
Bourbon, Neosho,
Woodson Counties]

918 | 56 g | BRTS-BlueRiers Beatrice | NE Lincoln 6 7 10 10
Transportation System
SBCHB - Scotts Bluff

Geri NE 6 7
918 | 57 5 County Handi-Bus Program e 10 10
918 | 67 39 || Resource Exchange, Inc. CSOIO.radO co 6 8 10 10
prings

SCAT - Montrose County

918 | 68 40 | Senior Citizens' Accessible Montrose co 6 8 10 10
Transportation
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South Central Adult Senior
918 | 69 6 Service Council (SCASSC) | ValleyCity | ND 6 8 10 10
[6 counties]
918 | 70 5 R.S.CS-Rlverton Senior Riverton Wy 5 8 10 10
Citizens Center
NICE - North Idaho
Community Express Coeur
ID 1/6 10
918 | 44 6 [Bonner, Kootenai, & d'Alene S S 10
Shoshone Counties]
ISUCE - Idaho State
918 | 45 7 University Commuter Pocatello ID 1/6 10 10 0 10
Express
Franklin Regional Transit
Frankli MA Bost 1/6 1
959 54 15 Authority (FRTA) ranklin oston 9 0 9
Staten Island Ferry - SIF
(operated by NYC DOT)
New York NY NYC 5 2
959 | 67 48 [Staten Island - Manhattan, e 9 9
NY]
Jolly Trolley of Rehobeth
Beach (JTRB) [Rehobeth Rehobeth
DE 1/6 3
959 84 3 Beach-Dewey Shuttle] / Beach 9 0 9
Vans & Minibuses
East Alabama Regional
959 187 11 P|anning & Deve|opment Anniston AL Montgomery 1/6 4 [§) 3 9
Commission (Montgomery
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LETA - Lee County Transit
959 | 188 | 12 | Agency (Lee County Auburn AL Auburn 1/6 4 6 3 9
Council of Governments
959 | 189 | 13 | 19t Transit(Aubum Abum | AL Aubum 116 | 4 6 3 9
University)
Gadsden Trolley Company
(GTC) / Demand &
Response Transportation /
959 | 190 14 || DART/Gadsen Gadsden AL 1/6 4 3 6 9
Transportation Services
(Public Transportation
Division)
Owensboro Transit System
Owensb KY 1/6 4
959 | 191 5 (OTS) / River City Trolley Hensoore 6 3 9
959 | 192 | g5 | CCT- Gates County Gatesvile | NC 1/6 4 3 6 9
Transportation
ACTA - Alexander County
Taylorsvill NC 116 4
959 | 193 86 Transportation Authority aylorsiie 4 5 9
959 | 194 6 Municipality of Vega Baja Vega Baja PR 1/6 4 5 4 9
950 | 166 | 31 | COUMBUS-Cityof Columbus | IN 16 | 5 | 6 | 3 9
Columbus Transit
959 | 167 32 || East Chicago Transit (ECT) East IN 1/6 5 6 3 9
FTA Office of Mobility Innovation 250 June 2011




FTA Transit ITS Architecture Consistency Review — 2010 Update

3300" Transit Agencies and Other Transportation Providers in the United States (2010)

Transit Size | 2010 — Transit > < S . # of Passenger Vehicles
n A i (o) (7] § o % O g > - —
[72] - Ly —
o Bl o3> E gencles = 2 Eg.g g < 2 3 85| £ §W§§§ S
gggg ; (by # of service < D gso m: 9-:’1%85 §@~§ %35% I_InTOTAL
= = . = = S S =: = (=W
= ‘§- g;_ vehicles) Za 3 e ‘_,% 2 2 = &f 3@, S o
Chicago
HTS - City of Huntingburg .
959 | 168 | 33 | Transit System / Huntington ”“”tggb‘” IN 176 | s 0 9 9
Area Transportation
MCMC - Michigan City Michigan
; IN 1/6 5
959 | 169 | 34 Municipal Coach Service City 6 3 9
959 | 170 | 35 | VCTS- Wabash County Wabash | IN 1/6 5 0 9 9
Transit System
Niles Dial-A-Ride (DAR) / .
il MI South Bend 6 5
959 | 171 36 Buchannan Dial-A-Ride s outh Ben 9 9
MCT - Mower County
Austi MN 1/6 5
959 | 172 34 Transit (AMCAT) ustin 3 6 9
Brainerd City Bus Service /
Dial-A-Ride / CWCPT -
959 | 173 | 35 || Crow Wing County Public Brainerd MN 6 5 9 9
Transit - City of Brainerd
Transit Department (BTD)
SPT - SEMCAC Public
950 | 174 | 3 | ["ansit(Southeastern Rushord | MN 6 5 9 9
Minnesota Community
Action Council)
FCTP - Fayette County Washington
OH 1/6 5
959 1 175 1 35 Transportation Program Court House 0 9 9
959 121 34 GET - Terrebonne Parish Houma LA 1/6 6 8 1 9
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H n L a' % (@) g > —
- 3 e Agencies o 2| %903 (93| 3| Tloag| & z|_o|x

o8 2> 2 < = | ©20 |ae<| & 23 B¢ = 8|13 |8=| 2

35 852 2 (by # of service o N o ® 4| @ |5 5 8 3 a3 |25 |ax | x| TOTAL

=3 =a| & hicl gg* S| © =8|z 3 = o |[E5 |28 | 3

8 5| 2 vehicles) = 3 5 = = & G

Good Earth Transit System
NPCOA - Natchitoches
Parish Council on Aging / Natchitoch

959 | 122 1 35 | \aichitoches Parish Public | e HA ° ® o o
Transit
Gallup Express /
Na'Nizhoozhi Center, Inc.

Gall NM 1/6 6

999 11123 1 19 iy of Gallup & McKinley e 3 6 9
County]
LLTP - Village of Los Lunas
Transportation Program /

959 | 124 | 20 || Community Services LosLunas | NM 6 6 9 9
Department [Valencia
County]

959 | 125 20 DI.DT - Delta Public Transit Purcell oK 1/6 6 3 6 9
[Lindsay, OK]

959 | 58 | 12 | CCOA-Finney County Garden 1 ks 1/6 7 5 4 9
Committee on Aging City
MMCTD - Marion-McPherson
Coordinated Transit District /
Coordinated Transit District #6 )

959 59 13 (Multi-Community Diversified Marion KS e ! 9 0 9
Services, Inc) [Marion &
McPherson Co.]

959 | 71 41 | Fountain Valley Seniors Fountain co 6 8 9 9
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o o> = = a2 T32o0 ea<| o 23 (2§ = S 288 =| 9
8582 5| (by#ofsenice S | ®| §¥e |°F iz 82| g giEE ||
~8 T< S vehicles) 2 e = L g:§§3 = s | »
> S =]
959 | 72 13 RSTT-Rosebud .SIOUX Rosebud sD 116 s 3 6 9
Tribe Transportation
959 | 114 14 | Peoria Transit (PT) Peoria AZ Phoenix 6 9 9 9
959 | 115 | 95 || Emery-Go-Round Emeryvile | CA 1 9 9
991 55 4 | Concord Area Transit (CAT) | Concord NH 1/6 1 4 4 8
Greater Laconia Transit
Laconi NH 1/6 1
991 56 5 Agency (GLTA) aconia 4 4 8
991 68 49 Private T.ransportatlon Brookiyn NY \YC ; ) 3 8
Corporation
Hendrick Hudson Bus
Newburgh NY Poughkeepsi 1 2
991 69 50 Lines, Inc. (HHBL) ewburg oughkeepsie 8 8
City of Newark - University
of Delaware Unicity Bus
N k DE 1 3
991185 1 4 1 Suctem (UBS) [5 fixed er 8 8
routes]
HBFAAA- Huntingdon-
991 86 38 | Bedford-Fulton Area Agency Huntingdon | PA 6 3 8 8
on Aging
Electrowave - City of Miami
991 | 195 | a4 Beach (Mlaml Beach Miami FL 116 4 3 0 8
Transportation Beach
Management Association)
991 | 196 6 HART - Hen.derson Area Henderson Ky 116 4 5 3 8
Rapid Transit
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- 3 e Agencies 2) g 283 (08| A 5 |Po| €| ZTl59|5
o E o> E . Z 2| ©20 |a<| & P2 8F| =|_8|§518=]8
2382 (by # of service o N o ® 4| @ |5 5 8 3 a3 |25 |ax | x| TOTAL
= gl 2 vehicles) = 3 1 s |82 = & 3 =
HART - Hattiesburg Area
991 | 197 5 Readi Transit / Hub City Hattiesburg | MS 1/6 4 5 3 8
Transit
Gastonia Transit - City of
991 | 198 | 87 | Gastonia Transit Division Gastonia NC 1/6 4 6 2 8
(GT)
Riverlight Transit -
991 | 199 | 88 || Washington County Center | Plymouth NC 1/6 4 3 5 8
for Human Services
991 | 176 | 36 | Transporte La Porte IN 6 5 8 8
Miami County YMCA
991 | 177 | 37 || (Community Transport Peru IN 1/6 5 0 8 8
System)
991 | 178 | 37 SCPT-SchooIcraft County Manistique | M 176 5 0 8 8
Public Transportation
CART - Carver Area Rural
991 | 179 | 37 | Transit/Carver County Chaska MN 6 5 8 8
Transportation (Cologne)
991 | 180 | 38 | PRISM Express o N 6 5 8 8
alley
991 | 181 | 36 “SA;?e}nM'dd'etOW” Transit | \igdieonn | OH | Widdetoun 16 | 5 | 6 | 2 8
CFT - Chippewa Falls Chippewa
991 | 182 | 18 | Transit/ Chippewa Falls Falls wi Eau Claire 6 5 8 8
General Public Shared Ride
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gggg ; (by # of service (1 ;so ¢D£| Q ,"1%85 §§~§ ig ‘Z,% rIn TOTAL

ES = Q . = = = = N -~ @

2 s g;_ vehicles) Za b o ‘_,% 2 2 S 2E5 m

Taxi Program

991 | 126 | 36 SCCOA-Saw!tCharles Hahnvile A 5 6 8 3
Council on Aging
APCOA - Assumption
Parish Council on Aging / Napoleonvil

LA 6 6

91 | 127 37 Assumption Parish Public le 8 8
Transit
ECOA - Evangeline Council

991 | 128 | 38 | onAging/Evangeline Ville Platte LA 6 6 8 8
Parish Public Transit

991 | 129 | 21 |Magc Bus,'C'tVOfAngel AngelFire | NM Taos 1/6 6 8 0 8
Fire Transit

9091 | 130 | 44 | -DAR-Lewisvile Dial-A- Lewisvile | TX Denton 6 6 8 8
Ride
Tyler Municipal Transit -

991 | 131 45 || City of Tyler (small urban Tyler > 1/6 6 4 4 8
transit district)
MMT - Marshalltown

991 | 60 | 34 | Municipal Transit (Small Mershallo |1 16 | 7 5 3 8
Urban Transit System)
West Central Kansas

991 61 14 Regional Transportation GreatBend | KS 6 7 8 8
Council / Coordinated
Transit District #14 (9
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= —H £ AgenC|eS o & =l e o 0 o) < Do & x o | -
o & o> B . g 2 c2o0 (a<| o 22 2s| =|_8 3|8 =s]| 3
S8 22 = (by # of service ® ggo e 8 |25 |83 D= 2528 37 TOTAL
xn_*’“g- “:;_ vehicles) Z2a” b g:§33 5 g8 | X
county area) / Sunflower
Diversified Services - 5
county area
991 | 62 | 25 [ SCTS- Stoddard County Dexter | MO 116 7 3 5 8
Transit Services
MAPS - City of Joplin Metro '
991 63 9 Area Public Transit System Joplin Mo 6 ! 8 8
991 64 6 HCHB - Hall County Handi Grand NE 6 ; 8 8
Bus Island
The Traveler / CMC Senior | Glenwood
. co 6 8
991 & 42 & Disabled Transportation Springs 8 8
SCCOG Transit (South
991 74 43 | Central Council of Trinidad co 6 8 8 8
Governments)
991 75 6 The B.us-Butte-Snver Bow Butte T 16 8 6 5 3
Transit System
UWYTPS - University of
991 76 6 Wyoming Transportation & Laramie wY 1/6 8 5 3 8
Parking Services
991 116 96 | Petaluma Transit Petaluma CA 1 9 8 8
LRT - Lost River Area
991 46 8 | Transit [Lost River Valley, Mackay ID 1/6 10 4 4 8
Custer and Butte Counties]
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§§' 52 3 (by # of service = o Eg'o - NI = {?éé ISR %g z 2 % TOTAL
8 7% 3 vehicles) Z2a” 3 g:§33 = g8 Fsa | ®
=] = =
BAT - Benewah Area
Transit [Benewah, _
991 | 47 9 | Shoshone & Kootenai N?:r'::s ID 116 10 4 4 8
Counties] (Valley Vista
Care Corporation)
991 48 29 (S:Ca:’t\i:)e Center Monorail Seattle WA Seattle Other 10 8 8
1921 57 | 12 | South Portland Bus Service | " ME 1 1 7 7
8 Portland
North Country
102 58 6 Transpor?atlon .(Trl-County Berin NH 116 : 0 7 7
8 Community Action
Program)
122 70 51 ¥L!igsi of Kiryas Joel (KL) Monroe NY Poughkeepsie 1 2 7 0 7
Roosevelt Island Aerial
102 Tramway / Roosevelt Island 1/
New York NY NYC 2
8 & 52 Operating Corporation ewrer Other 5 2 7
(RIOC)
102 PEX - Phoenix City Express .
g | 200 | 15 | /Lee-Russell Councilof Phg;y"'x AL Opelika 16 | 4 | 4 | 3 7
Govts.
102
8 201 7 Ashland Bus System (ABS) Ashland KY 1/6 4 4 3 7
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122 202 | 89 | Greenville Area Transit Greenville NC 1/6 4 7 0 7
1021 503 | go | DCTS - Dare County Manteo | NC 1/6 4 2 5 7
8 Transportation System
102 204 | 91 eCT i Greene County SnowHil | NC 176 4 2 5 7
8 Transit
102 205 7 Municipality of Manati (DR Vanai PR 116 4 5 5 7
8 = 2 vanpools)
122 183 | 38 | Fayette County Transit Conn:rsvm IN 1/6 5 0 7 7
102 South Lake County c
8 184 39 || Community Services, Inc. Prglv:: IN Chicago 6 5 7 7
(SLCCS)
102
8 185 | 40 | Fulton County Transpo Rochester IN 1/6 5 0 7 7
102 186 | 38 DART - City of Adrian Dial- Adrian Wi 116 5 0 7 7
8 A-Ride
102 187 | 39 ITC - |OS(.30 Transit East Tawas | M 16 5 0 7 7
8 Corporation
102 On-Tran - Ontonagon
Ont M 1/6 5
8 188 | 40 County Public Transit ronagen 0 7 /
102 1 189 | 41 |[ OPT-Ogemaw Public West Wi 6 5 0 . ;
8 Transit / Ogemaw County Branch
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Public Transportation
122 190 | 39 | EastGrand Forks Transit Eaitoﬁ(r:”d MN | GrandFok,ND | 1/6 5 1 6 7
102 NSCC- North Star . i
8 191 40 | Commuter Coach /Future 'nn:apo' MN Minn-St.P 1/4 5 7 0 7
CR (Anoka)
102 BCHE - Brown County
New Ul MN
8 192 41 Heartland Express s 6 ° ! 7
102 RCHE - Renville County
Olivi
8 193 42 Heartland Express v MN 6 ° ! 7
102 132 8 SEAT - Sou'theast Arkansas Bine Bluft AR 16 6 6 1 7
8 Transportation
VPCOA - Vermillion Parish
102 Council on Aging / _
Abbevil LA
g | 133 | 3% | Vermilion Parish Pubiic e 6 6 4 ’
Transit
1921 434 | 40 | The Center Baton | p 6 6 7 7
8 Rouge
102 135 | 41 BIMS - Bayou Indgstnal Berwick A 5 5 7 7
8 Maintenance Services
102 SBURT - Saint Bernard
8 136 | 42 | Urban Rapid Transit/ St. Chalmette LA 1 6 7 7
Bernard Parish
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o oy %X’ vehicles) Z o S e v% 2 3 = I
= S =
JDPCOA - Jefferson Davis
102 Parish Council on Aging / ,
J LA
8 137 43 Jefferson Davis Parish ennings 6 6 7 7
Public Transit
102 LARC - Lafayette
8 138 44 | Association of Retarded Lafayette LA 1 6 7 7
Citizens
102 CARC - Calcasieu
8 139 | 45 | Association of Retarded cm . LA 6 6 7 7
Citizens
102 VCOA - Vernon Council on
Leesvill LA 6 6
8 140 | 46 Aging / Vernon Public Transit cesuile 7 7
102 DPCOA - DeSoto Parish
8 141 47 || Council on Aging / DeSoto Mansfield LA 6 6 7 7
Parish Public Transit
122 142 48 i;:g - Sabine Council on Many A 5 6 7 7
122 143 49 OOan;i\n-gOuachlta Council Monroe A 5 6 7 7
102 ARCSM - Association for Saint
144 50 || Retarded Citizens of Saint ant LA 6 6 7 7
8 Martin Martinsville
122 145 | 22 :gssz)EXpreSS (City of Hobbs | NM 16 | 6 | 4 | 3 7
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102 146 | 21 COT§ - Central Oklahoma Shawnee oK 5 5 7 7
8 Transit System
TCPC - Four County
Paratransit Council /
102 Coordinated Transit District Bonner
_ KS 1/6 7
8 65 15 #1 [Douglas, Johnson, Springs / 0 7
Leavenworth, Wyandotte
Counties]
102 LCCOA - Leavenworth Leavenwort
KS 6 7
8 66 16 County Council on Aging h ! 7
102 67 17 Harvey County Trgn§it (HC) Newlon Ks 16 7 2 5 7
8 [ Harvey Co. Commission
102 68 18 OTCP - City of Olathe Taxi Olathe ks 5 ; 7 7
8 Coupon Program
102 77 44 | Castle Rock Senior Center Castle co 6 8 7 7
8 Rock
102 Amblicab - Pikes Peak Colorado
. CO 6 8
8 8| 45 Partnership Springs ! !
102 79 46 MCST - Montezumg County Corter co 5 8 7 7
8 Senior Transportation
Gunnison Valley Regional
102 80 47 || Transit Agency / Alpine Crested co 1 8 7 7
8 Butte
Express
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102 LCSS - Larimer County
8 81 48 | Senior Services / Rural Fort Collins | CO 6 8 7 7
Transportation Services
102 82 49 GCCOA - Grapd County Granby co 5 8 7 7
8 Council on Aging
102 AVCC - Arkansas Valley
8 83 50 | Community Center (La Las Animas | CO 6 8 7 7
Junta)
102 . .
8 84 7 | Streamline [Gallatin County] | Bozeman MT 1/6 8 5 2 7
102 VCT - Valley County Transit
8 85 8 / Valley County Council on Glasgow MT 1/6 8 4 3 7
Aging
122 117 15 (S;ISF::; Dial-A-Ride Surprise AZ Phoenix 6 9 7 7
Blue & Gold Fleet (BFG)
102 [San Francisco - Alameda / San
g | 18| 97 | Oakiand Tiburon / Francisco | San Fran ° o 7 /
Sausalito / Vallejo]
102 Trans IV - College of
8 49 10 || Southern Idaho Trans IV Bus Twin Falls ID 1/6 10 3 4 7
Service
L 87 59 19 || Dattco New Britain | CT 1 1 6 6
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107 Casco Bay Lines / Casco
Portland ME Portland 5 1
9 60 13 Bay Island Transit District orten orten 6 6
107 Community Transportation
Cl t | NH 1/6 1
o | 1| 7 | senices(CTS) aremen 412 6
107 VIP - City of Rome VIP
R NY 1/6 2
o | " | 33 | public Transi ome 412 6
Georgetown University .
187 87 2 Transportation Shuttle Was:'ngto DC 1 3 6 6
(GUTS) / 5 shuttle routes
107 BART - Butler Area Rural
Butl PA 3 3
9 88 39 Transit [Butler County] er 6 6
The Bus - Butler Township-
107 City Joint Municipal Transit
Butl PA 1 3
9 89 40 Authority / Butler Transit e 6 6
Authority (BTA)
Morgantown Group Rapid
107 Transit System (Automated | Morgantow
wv M Oth 3
9 90 6 Guideway) - PRT operated n organtown ther 6 6
by West VA University
107 . .
9 206 16 || Anniston Express Anniston AL Montgomery 1/6 4 3 3 6
107 MATS - Mountain Area
9 207 17 | Transportation System (City Canton GA Atlanta 1/6 4 3 3 6
of Canton Transit)
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107 208 92 GREAT - Greenville Area Greenvile NG 16 4 4 2 5
9 Transit
107 HCT - Hyde County Transit
209 | 93 | /Hyde County Non-Profit Swan e 176 | 4 2 4 6
9 . . Quarter
Private Transit System
107 Municipality of Caguas
o
9 210 8 Planning Office agues PR ! 4 6 6
107 L . .
9 211 9 Municipality of Cidra Cidra PR 1/6 4 2 4 6
107 Municipality of San Juan
9 212 10 | Transit (City of San Juan San Juan PR San Juan 1 4 6 6
Department of Urbanism)
107 City of San Juan
PR 1 4
9 213 11 Department of Urbanism San Juan San Juan 6 6
107 TRAM - Transportation of
9 194 | 41 | Rural Areas of Madison Anderson IN 1/6 5 0 6 6
County
GCPTS - Gogebic County
107 Public Transportation
[ d M
9 | 19| * | system/Gogebics Lile | "™ e | s 106 6
Blue Bus
107 196 | 43 MCE - Martin County — VN 5 5 5 5
9 Express
107 | 197 | 44 || MCPT - Meeker County Litchfield | MN 6 5 6 6
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9 Public Transit
107 198 19 O§RT - Qnalaska Shared Onalaska Wi 5 5 6 5
9 Ride Taxi
107 Plaquemines Parish Public Belle
9 147 51 Transit Chasse LA 1 6 6 6
RRPCOA - Red River
107 Parish Council on Aging /
o | 8| 52 | RedRiverParish Public | S | A 6 6 6 6
Transit
Crescent City Connection
107 Ferry (CCC) - Louisiana New
LA New Orl 5 6
9 149 ) 53 Dept. of Transportation & Orleans e reans 6 6
Development (LaDOTD)
PCCOA - Pointe Coupee
107 Council on Aging / Pointe
o | 19 | 5* | coupee Parish Public NewRoads |~ LA 6 6 6 6
Transit
LPCOA - Lafourche Parish
107 Council on Aging /
o | 1| % | Latourche Parish Public | "™ | A ° 6 6 6
Transit
107 LPPT - Lincoln Parish
o | 12 | 95 | pusiic Transit Ruston | LA ° 6 6 6
107 | 183 | 23 | MCE - Meadow City LasVegas | NM 6 6 6 6
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9 Express
TCPO TO GO - Torrance
107 County Project Office ,
M NM Alb 1/6 6
9 154 24 Transportation [Torrance & orery e 2 4 6
Santa Fe Counties]
107 . .
9 155 | 22 | The Ride (Guymon Transit) Guymon OK 6 6 6 6
107 T Line - Texarkana Urban
9 156 | 46 | Transit District (small urban | Texarkana X 1/6 6 5 1 6
transit district)
Rio Transit / Rio Metro /
107 Hartigan Express - Lower
9 157 47 Rio Grande Valley Dev Weslaco ™ /e 6 6 0 6
Council (rural transit district)
Harper County Public
107 Transportation Services /
Anth KS 1/
9 69 19 HCDOA - Harper County nihony 6 4 4 2 6
Department of Aging
107 BCDOA - Butler County
A KS
9 70 20 Department on Aging Hgusta 6 ! 6 6
107 Roadrunner - North Platte North
NE
9 & ! Public Transit System Platte e ! 2 4 6
107 79 8 SCAT. - Saline County Area Western NE 5 . 6 6
9 Transit
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107 BHSS - Black Hawk Shuttle
9 86 51 | Service (Black Hawk Black Hawk | CO 1 8 6 6
Transportation Authority)
107 CATCO - Clean Air Transit Castle
co 1 8
9 87 52 Company / Clean Air Shuttle Rock 6 6
107 DCCOA - Delta County
88 53 || Council on Aging Delta co 6 8 6 6
9
(Cedaredge)
107 89 54 Zip Shuttle - Flgt IrF)n Louisvile co ] g 6 5
9 Improvement District
107 90 14 WAT - Watertown Area Wateriown . 116 8 3 3 5
9 Transit
WRTA - Wind River
107 Transportation Authority / ,
Rivert WY 1 8
o | V| 7 | WRTABusLines [Freemont | """ 6 6
County]
107 119 16 Coyote Run - Town of Oro OroValley | AZ Tucson 6 9 6 6
9 Valley
CityLink [Service area:
Coeur d’Alene Tribe
1071 &5 | 11 Resgrvation-Coeur D'Alene | Coeur D ) 10 6 6
9 Casino Resort Hotel in d'Alene
Plummer, ID; Coeur
d’Alene; Post Falls; &
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Hayden]
Valley Transit - Regional
107 Public Transportation
9 51 12 || (RPTA) [Nez Perce & Latah Lewiston ID 1/6 10 3 3 6
(Moscow) Counties &
Clarkston, WA]
Maine State Ferry Service (Maine
DOT) - 4 service areas (Bass
Harbor, Lincolnville, North Haven,
112 Rockland, Frenchboro, Swans
62 14 || Island, Islesboro, Vinalhaven, Rockland ME 5 1 5 5
5 Mantincus Island) Frenchboro
Ferry / Islesboro Ferry / North
Haven Ferry / Swans Island Ferry /
Vi
1:32 73 54 ;r’\c/l)\g:rs; l\gig)o ¢ Dial-A-Bus Monroe NY Poughkeepsie 6 2 5 5
112 .
5 74 55 || New York City DOT New York NY NYC 1/5/6 2 0 0 5 5
112 OCRT - Oneida County
Orisk NY 1 2
5 75 56 Rural Transit fiseeny 5 5
112 CCTD - Cumberland
5 91 41 County of Transportation Carlisle PA 6 3 5 5
Dept.
112 | 92 | 42 | FCITS - Franklin County Chambersb | PA 6 3 5 5
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¥5 @ 2 (by # of service =< ® Nog |4 © 52|83 @z |23 23| T |TOTAL
=5 *g 7 | Y28 | S| 5 |=8 38| EFy =2 2R | g
= gl 2 vehicles) = ° S T 5|82 = 8 T3 (@ X
5 Integrated Transportation urg
Service
Greater Valley Forge
112 Transportation .
5 93 | 43 | Management Association };'rzgsscl)af PA 116 3 5 0 5
(GVFTMA) [Shuttle
Services + Vanpools]
CARS - Mifflin-Juniata Area
112 Agency on Aging Call-A- ,
PA 6 3
5 %4 44 Ride Service [Juniata Lewistonn 5 5
County]
12 214 18 cet ) City of Canton Canton GA Atlanta 1 4 5 5
5 Transit
112 Red Rabbit - Hall Area
5 215 19 || Transit (HAT) [Gainesville & | Gainesvile | GA 1/6 4 4 1 5
Hall Counties]
112 Autonomous Municipality of ,
5 216 12 Carolina City Hall Carolina PR 1 4 5 5
112 L . Hormiguero
5 217 13 || Municipality of Hormigueros . PR 1/6 4 2 3 5
112 L
5 218 14 || Municipality of Humacao Humacao PR 1/6 4 3 2 5
112 199 | a2 | North Township of Lake Hammond | IN 6 s 5 5
S County Dial-A-Ride
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=
. o a_ (1) >
2| 3 e Agencies Q ) o358 23| | 2ls S| z| olx
o o> = < a2 T32o0 ea<| o 23 (2§ = S S |8 =| S
5587 i (by # of service o gg o e 8 |25 |83 ICE cz_% = TOTAL
xax‘g- “:;_ vehicles) Z2a” b g:§§3 = &fe%@-‘ L
(LTDAR)
112 BCT - Becker County Detroit
5 200 | 45 Transit Lakes MN 6 5 5 5
112 Clay County Rural Transit
5 201 46 (CCRT) Moorhead MN Fargo 6 5 5 5
112 . . ,
5 202 47 || Morris Transit (MT) Morris MN 6 5 5 5
112 Northfield Transit - City of
5 | 208 | 48 | Nortnfield Transit (NT) Nortafeld | - MIN 6 s S 5
112 Laker Lines - City of Prior
Bri
5 | 204 | 49 | ke Bus System (PLBS) | TrERe | MN ! 510 5
112 .
5 205 50 | FNT - Far North Transit Roseau MN 6 5 5 5
112 206 37 Northe,aSt,Ohlo Areawide Brunswick OH Cleveland 1 5 5 5
5 Coordinating Agency
112 207 38 BTA - B.runS\MCk Transit Brunswick OH Cleveland 1/6 5 5 5
5 Alternative
112 Carroll County Transit / CCC -
5 208 39 Carroll County Commission Carrolfon OH 176 S 0 5 5
LCTB - Licking County
112 209 40 Transit Board / Countyride / Newark OH Newark 116 5 3 5 5
5 Columbus Commute /
Village Service
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oy o> = < = c = o a<| o 2% |83 = S S |8 =| S
28|28 Z . e g < T |=2F|ss| E°5|s2 B8 | @
D s 2 vehicles) = 3 S [T g2 = -G o
112 158 57 BCQA - Bossier Council on Bos‘sier A 5 5 5 5
5 Aging City
CPCOA - Cameron Parish
112 Council on Aging /
5 159 58 Cameron Parish Public Cameron LA 6 6 5 5
Transit [Grand Lake]
112 160 59 JCQA - Jackson Council on Jonesboro A 5 5 5 5
5 Aging
112 161 60 AIS - Affiliated Innovative Lafayette A 5 5 5 5
5 Services
112 ASDD - Ayoyelles Society
162 | 61 | for the Developmentally Marksville LA 6 6 5 5
5 ,
Disabled
112 MARC - Minden
5 163 62 | Association of Retarded Minden LA 1 6 5 5
Citizens
112 STARC - Saint Tammany
5 164 63 || Association of Retarded Slidell LA 6 6 5 5
Citizens
112 MPCOA - Madison Parish
5 165 | 64 | Council on Aging / Madison Tallulah LA 6 6 5 5
Parish Public Transit
112 166 65 W(?OA - Winn Council on Winnfild A 5 6 5 5
5 Aging

FTA Office of Mobility Innovation 271 June 2011




FTA Transit ITS Architecture Consistency Review — 2010 Update

3300" Transit Agencies and Other Transportation Providers in the United States (2010)

Transit Size | 2010 — Transit > > = # of Passenger Vehicles
= S S d
2 n L a' % (@) g > —
= .3 g | Agencies 2 | 85| 285 (88| #lof39| §| Flagl7<|o
gz 8= F,"; (by # of service = ) Eg'g ® &, 5 S {?:% z cEBEERE 5 I_:_I:'I_I TOTAL
= = = = = = @
~8 ~% 8 vehicles) Za” 3| §$Elga| S| Bzl |~
= @D D =] = ~
112 DAR - Presbyterian Medical
Farmingt NM 6 6
5 | 1871 25 | senvices/ Dia-A-Ride armngen S S
112 Shaa'srk'a Shuttle - Pueblo
L NM 1/6 6
5 168 | 26 of Laguna (Tribal System) auna 2 3 S
112 PAT - Portales Area Transit
Portal NM 6 6
5 169 | 27 (City of Portales) ories 5 5
112 Sandoval Shuttle /
5 170 28 || Sandoval Easy Express RioRancho | NM Albuquerque 1/6 6 5 0 5
(SEE)
STS - City of Council Bluffs
112 Special Transit Service / FR .
5 | 73 | 35 | byOmaha VAT (Large P TS 16 | 7 0 5 5
Urban Transit System -
200K)
112 Tiblow Transit - City of Bonner
_ KS 1/6 7
5 4 21 Bonner Springs Springs 3 2 5
W21 75 | gp | LCCOA-Lyon County Emporia | KS 1/6 7 2 3 5
5 Council on Aging
112 GCCOA - Greenwood
Eurek KS 1/6 7
5 76 23 County Council on Aging ek 2 3 S
112 ATA Bus Stop - Riley County
Manh KS
5 " 24 Aging Transportation Agency anhattan ® 4 5 5
S of Cowley County Council
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5582 2 (by # of service ® gso ®d Q25|88 Dles =5 |28 | g | TOTAL
= = Q . = = S S = =~ c |72
o 5 °=;_ vehicles) =z o b S |= % 2 3 s 8 T 5 [ =
on Aging
112 BSPS - City of Bellevue
5 79 9 Specialized Transportation Bellevue NE 6 7 5 5
Service
112 BCMHC - Burwell
5 80 10 || Community Memorial Burwell NE 6 7 5 5
Health Center
112 ACTP - Adams County
Hasti NE 6 7
5 81 1 Transportation Program eeings 5 5
112 ENOA - Eastern Nebraska
82 12 | Office on Aging Omaha NE Omaha 6 7 5 5
5 ;
Transportation System
112 92 55 PCS? - Park County Senior Fairplay co 5 8 5 5
5 Coalition
112 PATS - Prowers Area Transit
5 93 56 Service / Prairie Dog Express Lamar co 6 8 5 5
112 Mountain Express - Archuleta Pagosa
5 94 57 County Senior Transportation Springs o /e 8 3 2 5
1;2 95 | 58 | Adams County A-Lift festminse |- o 6 8 5 5
112 AT - Atascadero Transit /
Atascad CA 1/6 9
5 120 98 Dial-A-Ride tascadero 1 4 5
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2 (2] L a' % (@) g > —
- 3 e Agencies o = | %92 53| n|_ 2|z &| z=|_ol=
Y o & < 2 T30 o < ® |8 & & = S S |8 =| S
55 33 2 (by # of service L N o ® 4 Q |@ 3 2 a3 |25 |ax | x| TOTAL
=328 7 o e S <| 522|132 2 33228 | 0
2 s| 2 vehicles) = 3 5 S |8 = & z (@
Catalina Express (Avalon /
112 Two Harbors - San Pedro /
Aval CA 5 9
5 121 9% Long Beach / Dana Point, veen S S
CA)
112 MDAR - City of Madera
5 122 | 100 Dial-A-Ride Madera CA 6 9 5 5
117 Brattleboro BeeLine
Brattleb VT 1/6 1
9 63 6 (Brattleboro Town Bus) ratieboro 2 2 4
Greater Mercer
117 Transportation
9 76 20 || Management Association Trenton NJ 6 2 4 4
(GMTMA sponsors 3
rail/bus link shuttles)
117 American University Shuttle | washingto
DC 1 3
9 % 3 Services (AUSS) n 4 4
117 BGT - Bluefield/Graham
Bluefield VA 1/6 3
9 % 27 Transit [Tazwell County] wene 2 2 4
117 . N . .
9 97 28 | Bristol Virginia Transit Bristol VA 1/6 3 3 1 4
117 —
9 219 15 || Municipality of Bayamon Bayamon PR 1 4 4 4
117 ACTS - Aiken County
9 220 9 | Transit System / Best Aiken SC 1/6 4 3 1 4
Friend Express (BFE)
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=
. o a_ (1) >
| 3 e Agencies o | 2 252 93| 3| ool & =zl _ola
o8 o> B = a2 320 2a<| o 23|25 = PS8 =] 9
2537 = (by # of service o gg o ®dl 2|25 83 ez 2328 2 TOTAL
xax‘g- °=;_ vehicles) Z2a” S e :% 2 32 = &fe%@-‘ oy
117 TRAC - City of Hastings ,
H MN

o | 19| 31 | tRac Bus Senice asings 6 ° 4 4
117 211 50 HHE - Hibbing Heartland Hibbing VN 5 5 4 4

9 Express
117 RCHE - Rock County

L MN

9 212 53 Heartland Express weme 6 ° 4 4
117 Mille Lacs County

9 213 | 54 | Heartland Express Milaca MN 6 5 4 4

(MLCHE)

117 NEST - Northeast Minneapoli .

9 214 55 Suburban Transit (Ramsey) s MN Minn-StP 1o ° 2 2 4
117 215 | 56 SCAT. - Steele County Area owatonna | MN 5 5 4 4

9 Transit
117 HCHE - Hubbard County Park

9 216 | 57 Heartland Express Rapids MN 6 ° 4 4
117 PDAR - City of Pipestone ,

9 217 58 Dial-A-Ride Pipestone MN 6 5 4 4
117 .

9 218 | 59 | RLT -Red Lake Transit Redlake MN 6 5 4 4
117 TMT - Watonwan Take Me Saint

9 219 | 60 There Transit James MN 6 ° 4 4
117 VDAR - City of Virginia Dial- .

9 220 61 A-Ride Virginia MN 6 5 4 4
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5 € @ <
: w|l 8285 o3 >
- 3 e Agencies o g 292 | 038 2| Tlrol &§| zl.o|=
o5 o> B . & 2 c20 | 2| @ P& &g = 8|25 18| 3
35587 i (by # of service w ;g o e € |25 (88 Pl =5 28| 3 TOTAL
= = Q n = S S =: = =2 Y
S 5 3 vehicles) Za” 3 ) ‘_,% 2| o 255 o
1;7 221 62 | FRT - Friendly Rider Transit | Wadena MN 6 5 4 4
117 171 66 RQOA - Rapides Council on Aexandria A 5 5 4 4
9 Aging
117 CPPT - Caldwell Parish
9 172 | 67 | Council on Aging / Caldwell | Columbia LA 6 6 4 4
Parish Public Transit
117 CARC - Catahoula
9 173 | 68 | Association of Retarded Jonesville LA 6 6 4 4
Citizens
117 SJARC - Saint John
9 174 | 69 | Association of Retarded La Place LA 6 6 4 4
Citizens
117 SJCOA - Saint John
9 175 | 70 | Council on Aging [Reserve, La Place LA 6 6 4 4
LA]
117 LCB - Louisiana Center for
R
9 176 71 the Blind uston LA 1 6 4 4
"7 177 72 CC.OA - Caddo Council on Shreveport LA Shreveport 6 6 4 4
9 Aging
117 Miner's Transit - Town of
Red Ri NM
9 178 | 29 Red River Miner's Transit earer 1o 6 2 2 4
117 Longview Transit (small ,
9 179 | 48 urban transit district) Longview ™ 1o 6 0 4 4
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: w 835 | ol >
- 3 @ Agencies 2] | P2s 2 | &3 2| = & z|_ ol
o2 o>E = = B =) a<| o 23 8§ = S|1ZS I8 =| 9
S5 82 =2 (by # of service < ® ggo ° 4l < 5 2|8 3 z @= |23 g | z |TOTAL
8 7% S vehicles) EZa” S gcgﬁa = g *g | »
> S =]
MKTD - Mid-Kansas Transit
117 District / Coordinated
9 83 26 || Transit District #13 [Rice, Anthony KS 1/6 7 4 4
Reno, Kingman, Harper,
Sumner Counties]
CCPT - Coffey County
117 Public Transportation
Burli KS
9 84 27 (Coffey County Council on Hrington 6 ! 4 4
Aging
M7 1 g5 | gg |CBCOA-CiyoiGreal 1 o] ks 6 7 4 4
9 Bend Commission on Aging
117 86 29 FQAS - Frapkhn County Ottawa ks 5 ; 4 4
9 Aging Services
117 Liberty Access - City of ,
Lib MO 1/6 7
o | 87 | 1O I Liverty Transit (LA) erty 4 4
117 Box Butte County Handi
All NE 6 7
o | 88 | B | Busprogram (BBCHBP) fance 4 4
117 FCRTS - Fillmore County
G NE 6 7
9 89 14 Rural Transit Service eneve 4 4
117 PCHB - Phelps County
Hold NE 6 7
o | % | " | andisus oldrege 4 4
117 UNLBS - University of
9 91 16 || Nebraska-Lincoln Bus Lincoln NE Lincoln 1 7 4 4
Service / UNL Shuttle
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: w 835 | ol >
- 3 2 Agencies o | 2| 293% | 53| | Lo €| T|.o|x 5
o8 o> 2 _ < = c 20 a<| o 22 |83 = 218318 3 101AL
8583 % (by # of service ° ffe |2 ¢ Ez(8z| BBz 5228 &
xﬁ_’x‘g S vehicles) Z2a” S g;‘%ﬁa s g8 | X
Service

1;7 92 17 || NHB - Norfolk City Bus Norfolk NE 6 7 4 4
117 93 18 VCTS. - Valley County ord NE 5 . 4 4

9 Transit System
117 94 19 WCTS - ngster Cgunty Red Cloud NE 5 . 4 4

9 Transportation Services
117 9% 59 BATS - Bert.houd Arga Berihoud co . 8 4 4

9 Transportation Services
117 BER - Broomfield City

Broomfield | CO 6 8

9 7 60 Senior Center Easy Ride roomie 4 4
117 KCTV - Kiowa County

9 98 61 || Transit Van / Transit Eads co 6 8 4 4

Services
117 Estes Park Shuttle (Rocky
EstesPark | CO 1/

9 9 62 Mountain National Park) stes Par 6 8 2 2 4
117 100 63 Road anner.- Southern Ute lgnacio co 116 8 3 1 4

9 Community Action Programs
117 OmniBus / Shopping Cart ,

Littlet co

o | 1911 & | ciyofLiteton) eton ° 8 4 4
1;7 102 9 Skyline [Gallatin County] Big Sky MT 1/6 8 2 2 4
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: w 835 | ol >
- 3 @ Agencies 2] g 292 | 038 2| Tlrol &§| zl.o|=
o o> = < = cC =0 oa<| @ |23 8 s = S S |8 =| S
5582 2 (by # of service e gso ®d Q25|88 Plez |23 28| 3| TOTAL
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xn_”“g “:;_ vehicles) Z2a” b gvéga s g3 = =
117 DCUTD - Dawson County )
Glend MT 1/6 8
9 103 10 Urban Transportation District enave 4 4
117 SCPT - Spink County
Redfield ) 1/6 8
o | 1941 15 1 pupiic Transi edte 2] 2 4
117 Powder River
105 8 Transportation [Campbell Gillette 0% 1 8 4 4
9
County Rural]
1;7 123 | 101 E?AI\T:)IHHO Area Transit Camarilo | CA 16 | 9 | 1 | 3 4
W71 124 | 10 | MAX-Madera Area Madera | CA 1 o | 4 4
9 Express
117 PRCATS - Paso Robles City Paso
9 125 ) 103 Area Transit & Dial-A-Ride Robles cA e o 3 1 4
17 126 | 104 Rio Vista Delta Breeze Rio Vista CA San Fran 1 9 4 4
9 (Solano County)
123 City Express/Para-Express (.
3 64 8 HCS Community Care Inc.) Keene NH 176 ! 3 0 3
Lake Champlain Ferry
(LCF) - North: Grand Isle, VT -
123 65 7 PIatFSburgh, NY/ Central: Burlington VT Burlington 5 1 0 3 3
3 Burlington, VT - Port Kent, NY
/ South: Charlotte, VT - Essex,
NY
123 | 77 | 57 || New Windsor-Comnwall New NY 6 2 3 3
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: » S oo o3| >
= 3 g| Agencies 2 5| 2855 188| @ loFl3y §| Floglz<]o
g’f'z—;- ﬂﬁ'g F,"; (by # of service =< ) Eg.o °ed £ 5% {?:% ;’,5 @g ,&)—\g §§ I.Z_E|n TOTAL
~8 T< S vehicles) 2 e = L g:§§3 = s | »
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3 Dial-A-Bus Windsor
123 Blue Bird Coach Lines/ North
NY Buffal 1
3 78 o8 Niagara Scenic Bus Lines Tonawanda e 3 3
Lake Champlain Ferries
123 [Central: Port Kent, NY -
Burlington, VT / Northern:
3 79 59 Plattsburgh, NY - Grand Isle, VT / Platisburgh NY ° 2 3 3
Southern: Essex, NY - Charlotte,
VT
Bridgeport & Port Jefferson
123 . Port
80 60 | Authority [Port Jefferson, NY 5 2 3 3
3 ) Jefferson
NY - Bridgeport, CT]
123 SVB - Village of Spring Sor
5 | 81 | 61 | ValleyBus (Spring Valley vaiey | NV NYC 1 2 | 3 3
Jitney)
123 . . .
3 98 45 || BSS - Blair Senior Services Altoona PA Altoona 6 3 3 3
DCTMA - Delaware County
123 Transportation
Medi PA 6 3
3 9 46 Management Association [3 e 3 3
shuttles]
123 Philly Phlash (21 stops in Philadelphi ) :
PA Philadelph 1 3
3 | 190 | 47 | Gowntown Philadelphia) a reepne 3 3
123 STEP, Inc. [Lycoming- Williamspor -
3 101 48 Clinton Counties] i PA Williamsport 6 3 3 3
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CBTT - Town of Colonial
123 Beach Transit & Trolley Colonial
VA
3 102 29 [Westmoreland County, Beach e 3 1 2 3
managed by Bay Transit]
123 Greene County Transit Standardsv .
. VA harl I
3 103 30 [Greene & Albemarle Counties] ille Charlottesville 6 3 3 3
123 Saint Johns River Ferry .
3 | 221 | 45 | (SIRF)[MayportFort taoksondl | g 5 4 3 3
George Island]
North Carolina DOT Ferry
Division (Outer Banks) -
123 NCDOT routes: 3)
3 222 94 Ocracoke Island Ferries - Ocracoke NG ° 4 3 3
Cedar Island / Hatteras /
Swan Quarter
123 L
3 223 16 | Municipality of Aguada Aguada PR 1 4 3 3
123 Electric City Transit (ECT) /
3 224 | 10 | City of Anderson Transit Anderson SC 6 4 3 3
Authority
123 292 63 ALT-.Clty of Albert Lea Abert Lea VN 5 5 3 3
3 Transit
123 293 64 BHE - Benson Heartland Benson VN 5 5 3 3
3 Express
281 June 2011
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123 224 65 FCI?I; - Fairbault County Blue Earth VN 5 5 3 3
3 Prairie Express
123 Alpha Transit - Grant County
3 225 66 Public Transportation Program Elbow Lake VN 6 ° 3 3
123 Faribault Flyer - City of ,
Faribault MN 6 5
3 | 225 | BT I paripaut (FF) anba 3 3
123 LCHE - Lincoln County
Ivanh MN 6 5
3 227 | ©8 Heartland Express vannoe 3 3
123 LSHE - Le Sueur Heartland
3 228 | 69 | Express/Le Sueur City Le Sueur MN 6 5 3 3
Bus Service
123 229 | 70 MCHE - Mahnomen County Mahnomen | MN 5 5 3 3
3 Heartland Express
123 Senior Transportation
230 71 || Program (with Metro Maple MN 6 5 3 3
3 ) Grove
Council)
123 LAB - Lake Area Bus Minneapoli .
MN Minn-St.P 6 5
3 231 2 (Mahtomedi) s inn-St 3 3
123 MHE - Montevideo
Montevid MN 6 5
3 232\ 73 Heartland Express ontevideo 3 3
123 233 74 SPTS.- City of Saint Peter St Peter VN 5 5 3 3
3 Transit System
123 | 234 | 75 | CCTS- Cottonwood County | Windom | MN 6 5 3 3
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3 Transit System
123 235 | 76 PTS - Prairieland Transit Worthingto | 5 5 3 3
3 System n
123 ARCSC - Association of
3 180 73 || Retarded Citizens of Saint Boutte LA 6 6 3 3
Charles
EFCOA - East Feliciana
123 Council on Aging / East ,
3 | 181 | 7 | Feiciana Parish Public Cimon | LA ° 6 3 3
Transit
123 182 75 APCOA - Aca@a Parish Crowley A 5 5 3 3
3 Council on Aging
123 Beauregard Association for
DeRidd LA 6 6
3 183 1 76 Retarded Citizens, Inc. ericeer 3 3
SMPCOA - Saint Mary
123 Parish Council on Aging / _
F
3 184 7 Saint Mary Parish Public rankiin LA 6 6 3 3
Transit
123 LADD - LaSalle Association
3 185 | 78 | for the Developmentally Jena LA 6 6 3 3
Disabled
123 186 79 LCOA - Lafeyette Council Lafayete A 5 6 3 3
3 on Aging
123 | 187 | 80 | NARC - Natchitoches Natchitoch | LA 6 6 3 3
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3 Association of Retarded es
Citizens
123 WBRCOA - West Baton
Port All
3 188 | 81 Rouge Council of Aging ortAlen A 6 ® 3 3
123 189 82 LCQA - Lincoln Council on Ruston A 5 6 3 3
3 Aging
123 190 83 PCSS - Peoplle Centered Ruston A 5 6 3 3
3 Support Services
CPCOA - Concordia Parish
123 Council on Aging / o
3 | 19| 84 | concordia Parish Public Vidalla | LA 6 6 3 3
Transit
123 ARCA - Association of Albuquerqu
3 192 30 Retarded Citizens . NM Albuquerque 6 6 3 3
123 193 31 ?:tayn?;)gri;lli:sum'c Belen NM Albuquerque 1/6 6 1 2 3
123 Frontier Express (Golden
3 194 32 || Spread Rural Frontier Clayton NM Clayton 6 6 3 3
Coalition) [Union County]
123 195 33 Las Cumbres Learning Espanol M 5 5 3 3
3 Center
123 Cibola Area Transit System
Gall NM
3 196 34 [Cibola County] ane e 6 3 0 3
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123 197 35 || Ben Archer Health Center Hatch NM Las Cruces 6 6 3 3
123 Pine Hill Clinic (RNSB -
3 198 | 36 | Ramah Navajo School Pine Hill NM 6 6 3 3
Board)
123 . . N
3 199 | 37 | Lifequest Services (LS) Silver City | NM 6 6 3 3
123 . .
3 200 | 49 | City of Plano Transit Plano TX 6 6 3 3
123 RCAT - Republic County
3 95 30 | Transportation (Belleville, Hutchinson | KS 6 7 3 3
KS)
123 9% 31 LCT - meo!n County Lincoln Ks 6 . 3 3
3 Transportation
SCKTC - South Central
Kansas Area Transit
Coordinating Council /
123 Coordinated Transit District
3 97 32 | #11 (Winfield, KS) Sedan KS 1/6 7 1 2 3
[Greenwood, Elk,
Chataugua, Cowley
Counties] - Chataugua
County Council on Aging
123 | 98 | 33 | ETCOA - East Topeka Topeka KS 6 7 3 3

FTA Office of Mobility Innovation 285 June 2011




FTA Transit ITS Architecture Consistency Review — 2010 Update

3300" Transit Agencies and Other Transportation Providers in the United States (2010)

Transit Size | 2010 — Transit > S # of Passenger Vehicles
- = =
= a3 2 AgenC|eS Q o 29 | 0o = L x| @ T o |
o o> = _ < = cC =0 oa<| @ |23 8 s = S S |8 =| S
35587 i (by # of service w ;g o e € |25 (88 Pl =5 28| 3 TOTAL
= = Q . = = S S = = (=W
= s g;_ vehicles) Za 3 S |= % 2 2 = &f = 5 & o

3 Council on Aging
123 99 20 DCMB - Deuel County Mini Chappel NE 5 3 3

3 Bus
123 100 21 CATS. - Columbus Area Columbus NE 5 . 3 3

3 Transit System
123 FCT - Franklin County

3 101 22 | Transportation (RYDE Franklin NE 6 7 3 3

Transit)
123 OTS - Oakland
Oakland NE

3 102 23 Transportation System exen ° ! 3 3
123 The Tripper - City of

3 | 1931 24 1 ogalala Public Transit Ogalela | NE ° ! 3 3
123 106 | 65 Delo.res County Senior Canone co 6 8 3 3

3 Services
123 107 | 66 EPQSS - EIIPaso County Colorado co 6 8 3 3

3 Senior Services Springs
123 CCS - City of Cripple Creek Cripple

co

3 | 198 67 | shuttes Creek ° 8 3 3
123 109 | 68 R|d§ - City of Glenwood Glenwood co ; g 3 3

3 Springs Springs
123 .

3 110 69 || Northerners Seniors La Jara co 6 8 3 3
123 | 111 70 || LJT - City of La Junta La Junta co 1/6 8 2 1 3
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3 Transit

123 Chaffee Shuttle / Neighbor
Salid co

3 1z n to Neighbor Volunteers A ® 8 3 3

123 RCCOA - Routt County Steamboat
) co

3 13 72 Council on Aging Springs 6 8 3 3
123 1 444 | 73 | Teller Senior Coalition Woodiand 1+ 6 8 3 3

3 Park
123 ICAP - Inter-Lakes ,

3 115 16 Community Action Madison SD 6 8 3 3
123 . .

3 116 17 || EDT - East Dakota Transit Madison SD 6 8 3 3
123 SunTran - City of St. Saint

3 117 3 George George uT 1/6 8 3 3
123 . .

3 118 9 UCS - Uinta County Seniors | Evanston % 6 8 3 3
123 119 10 CCSS - Cropk County sundance | Wy 5 8 3 3

3 Senior Services
123 59 30 GCT - Garﬂgld County Pomeroy WA 5 10 3 3

3 Transportation

Pierce County Ferry

123 53 31 Operations (PC Ferry) Tacoma WA Tacoma 5 10 3 3

3 [Ferry: Ketron Island -

Anderson Island -
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Steilacoom, WA]
Cape Cod Steamship
130 Authority (Woods Hole) /
9 66 16 || Martha's Vineyard & Falmouth MA 5 1 2 2
Nantucket Steamship
Authority
130 Lowell National Historical
Lowell MA Bost 2 1
9 67 17 Park Trolleys (heritage rail) one osen 2 2
130 68 15 | Bay Ferries (The Cat, BF) Bar Harbor | ME 5 1 2 2
130 . .
9 69 16 Isle au Haut Ferries Stonington ME 5 1 2 2
Block Island Ferry / Block
142 Island Express [Block ,
o | 1931 4 ligand,RI-Newlondon, | ™ | R ° 1 2 2
CT]
130 . ,
9 82 62 | KBS - Kaiser Bus Service Monsey NY 1 2 2 2
130 83 63 AirTran JFK (JFK Airport New York NY \YC Other ) 5 5
9 AG)
130 Town of Wallkill Dial-A-Bus
Wallkill
o | 8 | % | Middieton-Wallkil alldl ) NY ! 2 12 2
FTA Office of Mobility Innovation 288 June 2011




FTA Transit ITS Architecture Consistency Review — 2010 Update

3300" Transit Agencies and Other Transportation Providers in the United States (2010)

Transit Size | 2010 — Transit > c S . # of Passenger Vehicles
2 (2] L a' % (@) g > —
- 3 @ Agencies 2] | P2s 2 | &3 2| = & z|_ ol
o8 o> 2 = 2 =20 g < ® |8 & & = S 18 |8 =| 9
¥5 @ 2 (by # of service =< ® Nog |4 © 52|83 @z |23 23| T |TOTAL
23 2& 7 . e g S| g |=3|ses| EPS|E2|BE | m
=3 gl 2 vehicles) = ° S T 5|82 = S -G P
Georgetown Metro
130 Connection (GMC) / The .
o | 104 | 4 | BLUEBus[Georgetown Hesinge | pe 1 3 2 2
Business Improvement
District]
Wicomico County Roads
Division & Upper Ferries: .
130 105 | 13 | Whitehaven Ferry/Upper | """ | wp 16 | 3 2 2
Ferry [Whitehaven -
Somerset - Salisbury, MD]
CTBS - Cheltenham Transit
130 106 | 49 Bus Serwce'[Montgomery Cheltenha PA 1 3 > 5
9 County - Abington m
Township]
130 Skylink (Delaware River , ,
o | 107 | 50 | Aerial Tram) Ph"a:e'ph' PA Philadelphia Other | 3 2 2
[proposed/actual?]
BABS - Blackstone Area
130 Bus System (Nottoway
Black VA 1/6 3
9 108 31 County) / Town and Country ackstone 2 0 2
Transit (Lunenburg County)
130 109 7 WTC-Welnon Transit Weiron Wy . 5 1 1 5
9 Corporation
130 295 8 DHF - Dorena-Hickman Hickman KY 5 4 2 2
9 Ferry / Riverboat Ferry
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[Hickman, KY - Dorena,
MO]
CRF - Cumberland River
130 Ferry / Turkey Neck Bend Tompkinsvi
KY 5
9 226 9 Ferry [Tompkinsville - Coe, lle 4 2 2
KY]
130 297 | 95 TCFPA -.Tyrell Cc?unty Columbia NG 5 4 5 5
9 Focal Point on Aging
130 Federal Programs
Gurab PR
9 228 17 Municipality of Gurabo e ! 4 2 2
130 Chicago Water Taxis
9 236 | 17 | (formerly Wendella Chicago IL Chicago 5 5 2 2
RiverBus)
130 237 18 PMB - City of Pekin Pekin L ] 5 2 5
9 Municipal Bus
Clarian People Mover -
130 238 43 CPM (Automated Indianapoli N Other 5 2 2
9 Guideway) - two 3-car s
trains
130 239 | 77 DHE - Dawson Heartland Dawson VN 5 5 5 5
9 Express
130 Ramsey Star Express /
9 240 | 78 || RCRRA - Ramsey County St. Paul MN Minn-St.P 1 5 2 2
Regional Railroad Authority
FTA Office of Mobility Innovation 290 June 2011




FTA Transit ITS Architecture Consistency Review — 2010 Update

3300" Transit Agencies and Other Transportation Providers in the United States (2010)

Transit Size | 2010 — Transit > < S . # of Passenger Vehicles
- w 833 o3 »
- 3 @ Agencies 2] | P2s 2 | &3 2| = & z|_ ol
o2 o>E = < B =) a<| o 23 8§ = S S |8 =| S
55582 % (by # of service " §Fg |°Z Q 55 183| @l@es 23|23 | z|TOTAL
s 7% 8 vehicles) Z2a” B S Tc3d| 5| EFgm |7
130 OLLH - Our Lady of the Baton
LA 6 6
9 201 85 Lake Hospital Rouge 2 2
BOCS - Bossier Office of
130 Community Service / Bossier
9 202 86 Bossier Parish Public City LA 6 6 2 2
Transit
SMPCOA - Saint Martin
130 Parish Council on Aging / Breaux
o | 29| 87 I saintMartin Parish Public | Bidge | A 6 6 2 2
Transit
CF - Cameron & Monkey
130 204 | 88 Island Ferries / Louisiang Cameron A 5 6 5 5
9 Department of Transportation
& Development (LaDOTD)
130 SMARC - Saint Mary
9 205 89 | Association of Retarded Centerville LA 6 6 2 2
Citizens
130 206 90 St..Bernard Council on Chalmetie A 6 6 5 5
9 Aging
130 VARC - Vermillion
9 207 91 || Association of Retarded Erath LA 6 6 2 2
Citizens
130 208 92 Unllon Parish Council on Earmenile A 5 6 5 5
9 Aging
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130 UPGGNO - United Cerebal
9 209 93 Palsy of Greater New Orleans Farahan LA 6 6 2 2
130 ECCOA - East Carroll Lake

. LA

9 210 | 94 Council on Aging Providence 6 6 2 2

130 DARC - DeSoto Association
Mansfield LA

9 211 95 of Retarded Citizens ansie ® 6 2 2

130 SARC - Sabine Association
M LA

9 2121 96 of Retarded Citizens o 6 6 2 2
130 213 | 97 WCOA - Webster Council Vinden A 5 5 2 5
9 on Aging
130 214 | 98 ICQA - Iberia Council on New beria A 5 5 2 5
9 Aging
130 Carrollton-Hollygrove New
9 215 99 Transit (CH) Orleans LA New Orleans 1 6 2 2
130 DSCS - Desire Community / New
9 216 | 100 Gordon Plaza Senior Center Orleans LA New Orleans 6 6 2 2
130 KHSC - Kingsley House New
9 217 | 101 Senior Center Otleans LA New Orleans 6 6 2 2
130 LASC - Lower Algiers New
9 218 | 102 Senior Center Orleans LA New Orleans 6 6 2 2
130 Realization - Reality House New
9 219 | 103 Senior Center Orleans LA New Orleans 6 6 2 2
130 | 220 | 104 | WCCOA - West Carroll OakGrove | LA 6 6 2 2
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9 Council on Aging
1301 921 | 105 RSC - Rapides Senior Pinevile | LA 6 6 2 2
9 Center
130 292 | 106 ICQA - Iberville Councilon | Plaguemin A 5 5 5 2
9 Aging es
130 223 | 107 TC.OA - Tensas Council on Saint A 5 6 5 5
9 Aging Joseph
130 224 | 108 CCOA - Catahoula Council Sicily LA 6 6 2 5
9 on Aging Island
130 WARC - Winn Association o
9 225 | 109 of Retarded Citizens Winnfeld LA 6 6 2 2
130 226 | 110 FCQA- Franklin Council on Winnshoro A 5 6 5 5
9 Aging
BRSVP - City of Belen Mid-
Rio Grande Retired Senior
130 Volunteer Program / Ser De
9 227 38 New Mexico - Foster Belen NM Albuquerque 6 6 2 2
Grandparent Program [Los
Lunas / Valencia County]
130 228 | 39 Socorro Pu?hc Socormo M 5 6 2 5
9 Transportation
130 . .
9 229 | 23 | BCT - Beaver City Transit Beaver OK 6 6 2 2
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130 Las Colinas Peoplemover
Irvi X Oth

9 230 1 50 (Automated Guideway) e ther 6 2 2

130 Fenelon Place Elevator Co.
Dub IA Oth

o | 194 3% 1 epec (ncined Plane) ouaue ther | 7 2| 2
130 105 | 34 APT - City of Abilene Public Abiene Ks 5 . 2 5

9 Transportation
130 MCSC - Morris County Council

KS

9 106 | 35 Senior Citizens Grove 6 ! 2 2
130 BCSCT - Bourbon County

9 107 36 Senior Citizens Transportation Fort Scott KS 6 ! 2 2
130 1 40g | g7 | ECCOA-Elk County Howard KS 6 7 2 2

9 Council on Aging
130 KGPT - City of Kingman

9 109 | 38 | General Public Kingman KS 6 7 2 2

Transportation
130 Quivira Transit - Rice
L

9 10| 39 County Council on Aging yons KS 6 ! 2 2
130 1 449 | 4o | MCT-Marion County Marion KS 6 7 2 2

9 Transportation
130 . .

9 112 | 41 | City of McPherson Transit McPherson | KS 6 7 2 2
130 113 | a2 PCT - Pottayvatomle County Onaga Ks 5 . 5 5

9 Transportation
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130 114 | 43 | PSC - Paola Senior Center Paola KS 1/6 7 0 2 2
130 PTS - Pittsburg
Pittsb KS 6 7
9 15| 44 Transportation Service Hsburg 2 2
130 116 | 45 NCT - Nemgha County Seneca ks 5 ; 2 5
9 Transportation
SCTB - Sedgwick County
130 Transportation Brokerage / .
9 117 46 Sedwick County Wichita KS 6 7 2 2
Department on Aging
130 Wolf Memorial Good
9 118 | 25 | Samaritan Center Albion NE 6 7 2 2
(WMGSC)
130 HCTS - Harlan County
NE 6 7
9 19| 26 Transportation System Alma 2 2
130 120 | 27 HCHB - Hamilton County Auora NE 5 . 2 5
9 Handi Bus
130 121 8 CCMB - Central City Mini Central Giy | NE 5 . 2 5
9 Bus
130 122 | 29 CHB - City of Chadron Chadion NE 5 ; 2 5
9 Handi Bus
180 1 453 | g | BCSSP-Butler County DavidCity | NE 6 7 2 2
9 Senior Services Program
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130 GCT - Gosper County
9 124 | 31 | Transportation (RYDE Elwood NE 6 7 2 2
Transit)
130 .
9 125 32 || FTL - Fremont Transit Line Fremont NE 1 7 2 2
130 126 | 33 PQMB - Perkins County Grant NE 5 ; 5 5
9 Mini Bus
130 CCHB - Cedar County ,
9 127 34 Handi-Bus Harington NE 6 7 2 2
130 128 | 35 RCTS - Richardson County Humboldt NE 5 ; 5 5
9 Transit System
130 129 | 36 CCTS - Cha'se County imperil NE 5 . 5 5
9 Transit Service
130 DCHB - Dawson County ,
9 130 37 Handi Bus Lexington NE 6 7 2 2
130 | 434 | 3g [ LORT: Lancaster County Lincoln NE Lincoln 6 7 2 2
9 Rural Transit
130 KCT - Kearney County
9 132 | 39 | Transportation (RYDE Minden NE 6 7 2 2
Transit)
130 133 | 40 HCHB - Hooker County Mullen NE 5 ; 2 5
9 Handi Bus
130 | 134 | 41 | NDAR - City of Neligh Dial- Neligh NE 6 7 2 2
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9 A-Ride
130 ASAH - Avera Saint
O'Neill NE 6 7
9 135 42 Anthony's Hospital ° 2 2
130 Senlow Bus / RT - Ravenna
9 136 43 Transportation (RYDE Transit) Ravenna NE 6 ’ 2 2
130 HCH - Howard County
9 137 | 44 | Handybus/Midland Area St. Paul NE 6 7 2 2
Agency on Aging
130 138 | 45 HHPT - Hitch & Hay Public Stration NE 5 ; 5 5
9 Transit
NCH - Midland Area Agency
130 on Aging Nuckolls County )
9 139 46 Handybus / Senior Service Superior NE 6 ! 2 2
Public Transportation
130 140 | a7 SCH\(-Saunders County Wahoo NE 5 . 5 5
9 Handi Van
WTS - Wakefield
130 Transportation System / ,
o | ™| *8 | Wakefield Public e ° ! 2 2
Transportation Program
130 Busy Wheels - York County
9 142 | 49 | Transportation System York NE 6 7 2 2
(YCTS)
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RIDE - RIDE Transit
130 Services / Senior Transit of
Canon Ci co
9 120 | 74 Canon City (Golden Age anon Cly 6 8 2 2
Center)
130 TCSC- Tri-County Senior
9 121 75 | Citizens & Housing (Monte Creede co 6 8 2 2
Vista)
130 122 76 SAINT - Senlgr Alternatives FortCollns | CO 5 8 5 5
9 in Transportation
130 123 77 MST - Meeker Streaker Meeker co 5 8 5 5
9 Transit
130 124 18 SCT g Sanborn County Woonsocke | o 6 8 5 5
9 Transit t
130 125 11 CQOA - Cody Council on Cody Wy 5 8 5 2
9 Aging
130 1 426 | 12 CCS.C ) Ca mpbell County Gilette | WY 6 8 2 2
9 Senior Citizens
130 127 13 SCJH - Senior Center of Jackson Wy 5 8 5 2
9 Jackson Hole
130 MRD - Meeteetse
9 128 14 || Recreation District [Park Meeteetse | WY 6 8 2 2
County]
130 129 | 15 | Weston County Senior Newcaste | WY 5 8 5 5
9 Services / Michael's Weston
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Senior Center
180 | 450 | 4¢ | CCSS- Carbon County Rawlins | WY 6 8 2 2
9 Senior Services
180 | 4y | 47 | S5CC ) Sheridan Senior Sheridan | WY 6 8 2 2
9 Citizen's Council
130 HSS - Hot Springs Seniors | Thermopoli
WY 6 8
9 132 18 [Hot Springs County] s 2 2
130 133 19 WC§ - Washakie County Worland Wy 5 8 5 5
9 Seniors
130 Catalina Marina Del Ray
9 127 | 105 | Flyer (Avalon/ Two Harbors |  Avalon CA 5 9 2 2
- Marina Del Ray, CA)
130 128 | 106 DCT - Davis Community Davis oA A 5 9 5 5
9 Transit
130 Alameda-Oakland Ferry
Oakland CA
9 129 | 107 Senvice (AOFS) aklan San Fran 5 9 2 2
130 Bay Ferry (San Diego
9 130 | 108 | Harbor Excursion) / & San Diego CA San Diego 5 9 2 2
Water Taxi
130 Angel Island-Tiburon Ferry )
9 131 109 Company (AITFC) Tiburon CA San Fran 5 9 2 2
130 .
9 54 6 Portland Aerial Tram Portland OR Portland Other 10 2 2
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130 LOL - Lady of the Lake
9 55 32 | Transit [Ferry: Stehekin - Chelan WA 1/6 10 0 0 2 2
Chelan, WA]
1;2 70 | 20 ggeg;er-Hadlyme Ferry - New Britain | CT 5 1 1 1
142 CSFS - Cross Sound Ferry
o~ | 71 | 21 | Service [NewLondon, CT- e | e New Haven 5 1 1 1
Orient Point, NY]
142 FIFD - Fishers Island Ferry
,_ | 72 | 22 | District [NewLondon, CT- ey | e New Haven 5 1 1 1
Fishers Island, NY]
142 Block Island Express [New New
CT
2 73 23 London, CT - Block Island, RI] London ° ! 1 1
142 New Milford Senior Center New
. CT 6 1
2 | ™ | 2% | (Town of New Miford) Miford 1 1
122 75 18 iiriga-nsay State Cruise Boston MA Boston 5 1 1 1
142 .
5 76 19 || AWS - Airport Water Shuttle Boston MA Boston 5 1 1 1
142 . :
5 77 20 | CWT - City Water Taxi Boston MA Boston 5 1 1 1
1 22 78 21 @g\é\:ﬁ-r_r-a;owes Wharf Boston MA Boston 5 1 1 1
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142 Inter-Island Nantucket Ferry
5 79 22 | [Nantucket-Martha's Edgartown MA 5 1 1 1
Vineyard, MA]
Martha's Vineyard High-
142 Speed Ferry [Martha's
Edgart MA 5 1
2 80 23 Vineyard, MA - Quonset garioan 1 1
Point, RI]
142 On Time Ferry / Chappy
5 81 24 | Ferry [Edgartown - Edgartown MA 5 1 1 1
Chappaquiddick, MA]
142 Falmouth-Edgartown Ferry
Falmouth MA 5 1
5 84 27 (FEF) almou 1 1
142 Island Queen (1Q)
5 85 28 || [Falmouth - Martha's Falmouth MA 5 1 1 1
Vineyard, MA]
142 Freedom Cruise Line (FCL) Harwich
2 86 29 [Nantucket - Harwich Port, MA] Port MA ° ! 1 1
142 Hy-Line Cruises (HLC)
87 30 || [Martha's Vineyard - Hyannis, Hyannis MA 5 1 1 1
2 MA
|
142 Nantucket & Hyannis Ferry ,
H MA 5 1
2 | 8 | 3T | Nantucket - Hyannis, MA] yanns 1 1
142 89 | 32 | CBL-Cuttyhunk Boat Lines New MA 5 ; 1 1
2 [New Bedford - Cuttyhunk Bedford
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Island, MA]
142 .
5 90 33 | CJB - Captain John Boats Plymouth MA 5 1 1 1
142 Plymouth-Provincetown
5 91 34 || Ferry [Provincetown- Plymouth MA 5 1 1 1
Plymouth, MA]
142 Boston-Provincetown Ferry | Provinceto
MA 5 1
2 92 35 [Provincetown - Boston, MA] wn 1 1
142 Harbor Express (HE) - _
MA Bost 5 1
2 93 36 Urban Ferryboat Quincy oston 1 1
142 Beal & Bunker Mail Boat & Northeast
ME 5 1
2 94 7 Ferry Service (B&BMB) Harbor 1 1
142 .
5 95 18 || Monhegan Boat Line (MBL) | PortClyde | ME 5 1 1 1
Chebeague Transportation
142 Co. / Great Chebeague
5 96 19 | Island Ferry [Portland - Portland ME Portland 5 1 1 1
Great Chebeague Island,
ME]
1;2 97 | 20 g::z :z:z:j Fl\jg]y e S Portland 5 1 1 1
142 98 | 21 | GreatDiamond stand Ferry | o .o | e Portand 5 ’ 1 1
2 [Portland - Great Diamond
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Island, ME]
142 Little Diamond Island Ferry
5 99 22 | [Portland - Little Diamond Portland ME Portland 5 1 1 1
Island, ME]
142 Long Island Ferry [Portland
Portland ME Portland 5 1
o | 1001 23 1 ) ong iskand, ME] oren oren ! !
142 Peaks Island Ferry
5 101 24 || [Portland - Peaks Island, Portland ME Portland 5 1 1 1
ME]
142 Prudence Island Ferry )
2 102 3 [Bristol - Prudence Island, RI] Bristl Rl ° ! 1 1
142 Point Judith-Block Island
5 104 5 Ferry [Galilee- Block Island, Galilee RI 5 1 1 1
RI]
142 Island Hi-Speed Ferry Narraganse
RI 5 1
5 105 6 (IHSF) it 1 1
Martha's Vineyard Fast
142 Ferry (VFF) / MV High- Narraganse
RI 5 1
2 106 ! Speed [Quonset Point, RI - ft ! 1
Martha's Vineyard, MA]
142 Newport-Block Island Ferry
2 | 1071 8 | iBiockisland - Newport, RI] Newport | R ° ! 1 1
142 | 108 | 9 | Providence-Newport Ferry Newport RI 5 1 1 1
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2 [Providence - Newport, RI]
142 Ticonderoga Ferry (TF)

5 109 8 [Larrabees Point, VT - Ft. Shoreham VT 5 1 0 0 1 1

Ticonderoga, NY]

142 SeaStreak America (SSA) - Atlantic

2 85 21 Urban Ferryboat Highlands N ° 2 ! 1
142 Union County Paratransit

El

5 86 22 System (UCPS) lizabeth NJ NYC 1/6 2 0 0 1 1
142 New York FastFerry (NYFF) ,

2 87 23 - Urban Ferryboat Highlands NJ 5 2 1 1
142 Liberty Park Water Taxi

Highland

o | 88 | 24 1 pwT)- Urban Feryboat | "o | N ° 2 ! 1
142 New York FastFerry (NYFF) ,

5 89 25 - Urban Ferryboat Jersey City NJ NYC 5 2 1 1
142 AirTran Newark (Newark

2 90 26 Airport Automated Guideway) Newark N Nve Other 2 1 1
142 CARTS - County of Atlantic

2 o1 27 Rural Transportation System Northfeld N ° 2 0 0 1 1
142 New York Waterway (NYW) | Weehawke

2 92 28 1. Urban Ferryboat n N ° 2 ! 1
142 Fire Island Ferries [Bay

2 | B | | shore-Firelsand, Ny | B | NV ° 2 L 1
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142 Ticonderoga Ferry [Ft. Ft.
5 94 66 | Ticonderoga, NY - Ticonderog | NY 5 2 1 1
Larrabees Point, VT] a
142 HFDAR - Town of Highland Highland .
5 95 67 Falls Dial-A-Ride Falls NY Poughkeepsie 6 2 1 1
142 Viking Fleet [Montauk, NY -
5 96 68 Block Island, R Montauk NY 5 2 1 1
142 . .
2 97 69 | Circle Line Ferry New York NY NYC 5 2 1 1
142 New York Water Taxi
98 70 || (NYWT) - to/from New York NY NYC 5 2 1 1
2
Manhattan
142 99 71 Seastreak - Manhattan to New York NY \YC 5 ) 1 1
2 New Jersey
142 ,
5 100 72 || Town of Newburgh Newburgh NY Poughkeepsie 6 2 1 1
142 Cross Sound Ferry [Orient Orient
_ NY 5 2
2 101 73 Point, NY - New London, CT] Point 1 1
142 102 74 SFS.- Sayville Ferry Sapile Ny 5 ) 1 1
2 Service
South Ferry Company
142
103 75 | [Shelter Island - North Haven, Shelter NY 5 2 1 1
2 Y] Island

FTA Office of Mobility Innovation 305 June 2011




FTA Transit ITS Architecture Consistency Review — 2010 Update

3300" Transit Agencies and Other Transportation Providers in the United States (2010)

Transit Size | 2010 — Transit > < S . # of Passenger Vehicles
: w 835 | ol >
- 3 @ Agencies 2] | P2s 2 | &3 2| = & z|_ ol
o2 o>E = < B =) a<| o 23 8§ = S S |8 =| S
S g g;g i (by # of service o g 8o ®d Q|5 88 ?lez =3 23| I TOTAL
B 7 g 3 vehicles) 2 a S = v% 2 a 5 g8 Fsa | ®
142 North Ferry Company Shelter
104 | 76 | [Shelter Island - Greenport, Island NY 5 2 1 1
2 NY] Heights
142 Bemus Point Ferry [Bemus
5 105 77 Point - Stow, NY] Stow NY 5 2 1 1
142 Washington Harbour Washingto
2 | MO0 5 1 shutte (wHs) n be ! 8] 1
142 Cape May - Lewes Ferry
L
2 " S [Cape May, NJ - Lewes, DE] ewes PE ° 3 1 1
142
5 112 6 Woodland Ferry Seaford DE 5 3 1 1
142 BWT - Baltimore Water Taxi
5 113 14 || (Harbor Boating / Ed Kane's | Baltimore MD 5 3 1 1
Water Taxi)
142 . .
5 114 | 15 | Seaport Taxi (ST) Baltimore MD 5 3 1 1
Crisfield-Smith Island Ferry
142 (CSIF) / Eastern Shore _
5 115 | 16 Ferry [Crisfild - Crisfield MD 5 3 1 1
Ewell/Smith Island, MD]
Steven Thomas Ferry
142 i , ,
5 116 | 17 | [Crisfield, MD - Tangier Island, Crisfield MD 5 3 1 1
VA]
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142 White's Ferry [Montgomery
5 117 | 18 | County, MD - Loudoun Momgomer MD 5 3 1 1
County, VA]
142 Oxford-Bellevue Ferry
Oxford MD 5 3
2 | 118 | 19 | (oxford - Bellevue, MD] o 1 1
142 Point Lookout / West Shore .
119 | 20 | Fermy [Point Lookout - Point 1 b 5 3 1 1
2 Lookout
Ewell, Smith Island, MD]
Fredericktown Ferry .
1921 420 | 51 | (Frederickstown - Labelle, | "% | pa 5 3 1 1
2 wn
PA]
Millersburg Ferry
142 (Millersburg Ferry Boat ,
Millersh PA 5 3
2 121 52 Association) [Millersburg - FErshug 1 1
Liverpool, PA]
Community Coaster -
142 Partnership Transportation North
PA 1 3
2 122 %3 Management Association of Wales 1 1
Montgomery County
RLF- RiverLink Ferry
142 (Delaware River Port Philadelphi ) )
PA Philadelph 5 3
2 | 123 | 5% | authority) [Philadelphia, PA | a ldelphia 1 1
- Camden, NJ]
142 | 124 | 32 | MPF - Merry Point Ferry Lancaster | VA 5 3 1 1
FTA Office of Mobility Innovation 307 June 2011




FTA Transit ITS Architecture Consistency Review — 2010 Update

3300" Transit Agencies and Other Transportation Providers in the United States (2010)

Transit Size | 2010 — Transit > < S . # of Passenger Vehicles
I e Agencies o | 2 888 93 2 = S| oz
o F o> & g g | 8| 255 (88| 2539 S| Ep83<|3
¥y5 8m 2 (by # of service =< ® N o ® -4 @ 55|83 x @ 23 |23 | I|TOTAL
=3 =& § . gg"l < o’_\‘éu s 9 (R - =g (2 m
D gl 2 vehicles) = ° S Ts5(|8¢2 = S -G X
2 [Ottoman - Merry Point, VA]
142 White's Ferry (WF) [Loudon
125 | 33 | County, VA - Montgomery Leesburg VA DC 5 3 1 1
2
County, MD]
142 Captain Eulice [Onancock -
0 k | VA 5 3
2 | 126 | 3% | Tangier Island, VA nancec 1 1
142 Chesapeake Breeze
127 35 || [Reedville - Tangier Island, Reedville VA 5 3 1 1
2
VA]
142 JSF - Jamestown-Scotland
128 36 | Ferry [Jamestown-Scotland, Scotland VA 5 3 1 1
2 VA
|
142 Hatton Ferry (HF)
5 129 | 37 | [Albemarle County - Scottsville VA 5 3 1 1
Buckingham County, VA]
142 Sunnybank Ferry (SF)
Wi VA 5 3
2 130 | 38 [Sunnybank - Kayan, VA] arsa 1 1
142 Gees Bend Ferry (Gees
Camd AL 5 4
2 | 222 | 17 | Bend- Camden, AL) amen 1 1
142 . Fort
5 230 18 || Mobile Bay Ferry (MBF) Morgan AL 5 4 1 1
142 Fort Gates Ferry [Welaka -
Welak FL 5 4
2 | 21| 46 | satsprings, L] claka 1 1
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AFA - Augusta Ferry
142 Authority / Old Augusta
A KY
2 232 10 Ferry [Augusta, KY - Hgusta ° 4 1 1
Higginsport, OH]
142 AFB - Anderson Boat Ferry
233 1 [Constance, KY-Cincinnati, Constance KY 5 4 1 1
2 OH
|
142 Green River Ferry Mammoth
KY 5 4
2 | 2% | 12 | Mammoth Cave, KY] Cave 1 1
142 Houchins Ferry [Mammoth Mammoth
KY 5 4
5 235 | 13 Cave, KY] Cave 1 1
142 VVFA - Valley View Ferry . .
236 | 14 | Authority [Valley View - Nicholasvil |y 5 4 1 ,
2 e
Lexington, KY]
142 Rochester Ferry
Roch KY 5
5 237 15 Rochester, KY] ochester 4 1 1
142 Ship Island Ferry [Gulfport -
Gulfport MS Gulf
2> | 2381 ® | ghipisland, Ms] Hipo Hipor ° 4 1 1
142 Elwell Ferry [Carvers -
o NC
5 239 96 Kelly, NC] arvers 5 4 1 1
142 Parker's Ferry [Como -
5 240 97 Winton, NCJ Como NC 5 4 1 1
142 241 98 North Carolina DOT Ferry Currituck NC 5 4 1 1
2 Division (Outer Banks) -
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NCDOT routes: 5) Cherry
Currituck - Knott Island Ferry
North Carolina DOT Ferry
142 Division (Outer Banks) - ,
Kitty Hawk NC 5 4
o | 2421 99 | \cDoT routes: 1) tyhaw ! !
Bayview-Aurora Ferry
North Carolina DOT Ferry
142 243 | 100 Division (Outer Banks) - Minnesott | NC 5 4 1 1
2 NCDOT routes: 4) Cherry
Branch - Minnesott Ferry
North Carolina DOT Ferry
142 1 244 | 101 | Diision (Outer Banks)- Southport | NC 5 4 1 1
2 NCDOT routes: 2) Southport -
Fort Fisher Ferry
142 245 | 102 San Souci Ferry [Woodard, Woodard NG 5 4 1 1
2 NC]
Cumberland City Ferry
1 22 246 13 || [Cumberland City- Cu;nginan TN 5 4 1 1
Throckmorton, TN] y
142 Houston-Benton Ferry )
Danvil N 5 4
2 [ 24| 1 1 Danvile - Faxon, T anviie 1 1
142 Helms Ferry [Sharps Chapel, Sharps
5 248 15 ™) Chapel N 5 4 1 1
142 Winfield Ferry [Batchtown,
Batcht IL 5 5
2 |21 19 1L Winield, Mo] alemonn 1 1
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142 ORFA - Ohio River Ferry
5 | 242 | 20 | Authority/ Cave-In-Rock R e 5 5 1 1
Ferry [CIR, IL - Marion, KY]
142 Golden Eagle Ferry [Golden Golden
IL 5 5
2 243 | 2 Eagle, IL - Kampville, MO] Eagle 1 1
142 Brussels Ferry [Grafton, IL -
Graft IL 5 5
2 | 244 | 22 | gt Charles County, MO] rfton 1 !
142 Kampsville Ferry
5 245 23 | [Kampsville - IL Route 108, | Kampsville IL 5 5 1 1
IL]
142 Canton Ferry [Meyer, IL -
M IL 5 5
2 | 2% | 2% | Canton, MO] ever 1 1
142 Ste. Genevieve - Modoc -
5 | 247 | 25 | Feny|Praire DuRocker, IL S 5 5 1 1
- St. Genevieve, MO]
142 Neebish Island Ferry
5 248 | 43 | [Barbeau - Neebish Island, Barbeau Ml 5 5 1 1
MI]
142 BIBC - Beaver Island Boat
249 | 44 || Company [Charlevoix - Chalevoix MI 5 5 1 1
2
Beaver Island, MI]
142 Bois Blanc Ferry
5 250 45 | [Cheboygan - Bois Blanc Cheboygan M 5 5 1 1
Island, MI]
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142 Grand Portage - Isle Royale
5 251 46 | Ferry [Windigo, Isle Royale, | Cheboygan M 5 5 1 1
MI - Grand Portage, MN]
IRL - Isle Royale Line
142 252 47 | [Copper Harbor - Isle Royale, Copper Ml 5 5 1 1
2 I Harbor
142 DIF - Drummond Island
5 253 | 48 | Ferry[DeTour - Drummond DeTour Ml 5 5 1 1
Island, MI]
IRNPF - Isle Royale
142 National Park Ferry
Hough MI 5 5
2 254 49 (Ranger ll) [Houghton - oughton 1 1
Rock Harbor, MI]
142
5 255 | 50 | Ironton Ferry [Ironton, MI] Ironton Ml 5 5 1 1
142 LMC - Lake Michigan Carferry .
2 256 51 [Ludington - Manitowoc, MI] Ludington MI 5 5 1 1
142 AMIF - Arnold Mackinac .
5 | 257 | 52 | Island Ferry [Mackinaw - Mocknan 1w 5 5 1 1
Mackinac Island, MI]
142 SMIF - Shepler's Mackinac .
5 | 258 | 53 | Island Ferry [Mackinaw - Macknan 1w 5 5 1 1
Mackinac Island, MI]
142 | 259 | 54 | Lake Express [Muskegon, Muskegon MI Muskegon 5 5 1 1
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2 MI - Milwaukee, WI]
142 Champion's Auto Ferry
5 260 | 55 | (CAF)[Harsens Island - Port Huron MI 5 5 1 1
Algonac, MI]
MIHJF - Star Line Mackinac
142 261 56 Island Hydro-J.et Ferry [St. Saint MI 5 5 1 y
2 Ignace - Mackinac Island, Ignace
MI]
142 Sugar Island Ferry [Sault Sault Ste.
) MI 5 5
2 262 1 57 Ste. Marie-Sugar Island, MI] Marie 1 !
142 263 79 Edina Dla!-A-Rlde / Midwest Edina VN 5 : 1 1
2 Paratransit
142 264 | 80 FCTS.- Fos§ton Community Fossion VN 5 5 1 1
2 Transit Service
142 GFHE - Granite Falls Granite
MN 6 5
2 265 | 81 Heartland Express Falls 1 1
142 HARPS - Hopkins Hop-A- )
Hopk MN 6 5
2 266 | 82 Ride Paratransit System opHne 1 1
142 AEBS - Apple Express Bus La
5 267 | 83 Service Crescent MN 6 5 1 1
142 Pine River Ride With Us
Pine Ri MN 6 5
5 268 | 84 Bus (PRRWUB) ine River 1 1
142 | 269 | 85 || MCHE - Murray County Slayton MN 6 5 1 1
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2 Heartland Express
142 SHE - Stewartsville
S ll MN 6
5 270 | 86 Heartland Express tewartville 1 1
142 Inter-Island Ferry [Kelleys
¢ OH 5 5
2 | 27| 41 | stand - Put-In-Bay, OH] anvers 1 1
Middle Bass Island Ferry
122 272 | 42 | [Catawba Point - Middle camte | om 5 5 1 1
Bass Island, OH]
Anderson Ferry Boat (AFB)
142 - Urban Ferryboat o R
5 273 43 (Cininnati, OH - Cincinnati OH Cincinnati 5 5 1 1
Constance, KY]
142 Sistersville Ferry [Fly -
FI OH 5 5
2 | 24| 4 | sistersvile, Wy y 1 1
KIFBL - Kelleys Island Ferry
1;2 275 | 45 | BoatLine [Marblehead - arehes 1 on 5 5 1 1
Kelleys Island, OH]
142 Port Clinton Ferry [Port _
Port Clint OH 5 5
2 | 2" | 48 | Giinton - Put-In-Bay, OH] ortmen ! 1
MBL - Miller Boat Line /
142 Put-In-Bay Boat Line
Put-In-B OH 5 5
2 | 27" | 47 | (catawba Point - Putin- HHin-Bay 1 1
Bay, OH]
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IEBL - Island Express Boat
142 Lines / Sandusky Ferry
Sandusk OH Sandusk 5
2 278 | 48 [Sandusky - Kelleys Island, aneusty aneusty ° 1 1
OH]
142 Cassville Car Ferry (CF) ,
Cassvil wi
2 | 27| 20 | cassville, Wi- Milvile, 1A] | 2" 5 ® 1 1
142 Island Clipper - Voight's ,
Gills Rock wi 5
2 280 | 21 Marine Services (IC) e ° 1 1
142 Madeline Island Ferry Line
La Point wi 5
2 | 28V 22 1 ik Bayfield-La Pointe] | T ° 1 1
142 LMC - Lake Michigan
282 | 23 | Carferry [Manitowoc, WI - Manitowoc | WI 5 5 1 1
2 .
Ludington, MI]
142 283 24 MMT.- Maritime Metro Manitowoc Wi 1/5/6 5 0 0 1 1
2 Transit
142 Merrimac Ferry (MF)
284 | 25 | [Merrimac-Columbia Merrimac wi 5 5 1 1
2
County, WI]
142 285 | 26 Lake Express [Milwaukee - Milwaukee | WI Milwaukee 1/5/6 5 0 0 1 1
2 Muskegon, WI]
142 Rock Island Ferry
5 286 | 27 | [Washington Island-Rock Onancock wi 5 5 1 1
Island, WA]
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142 WIFL - Washington Island .
5 | 287 | 28 | FeryLine Northpor- nesnee | wi 5 5 1 1
Washington Island, WI]
142 1 531 | g | FortSmith Streetcar - i FortSmith | AR Fort Smith 2 6 1 1
2 Smith Trolley Museum heritage LR
142 Peel Ferry (Peel, AR -
Peel AR
2 232 10 Protem, MO) e 5 6 1 1
142 Algiers / Canal Street Ferry ,
Al LA 5 6
2 233 | 111 [Algiers-New Orleans, LA] gers ! 1
142 MARC - Morehouse
5 234 | 112 | Association of Retarded Bastrop LA 6 6 1 1
Citizens
142 Belle Chasse Ferry [Belle Belle
LA 5 6
2 235 | 113 Chasse - Scarsdale, LA] Chasse 1 1
142 Lower Algiers / Chalmette
5 236 | 114 | Ferry [Lower Algiers - Chalmette LA 5 6 1 1
Chalmette, LA]
142 Duty / Enterprise Ferry
Dut LA 5 6
5 237 | 115 Duty, LA] uty 1 1
DEF - Duty-Enterprise Ferry
142 / Louisiana Department of ,
5 238 | 116 Transportation and Enterprise LA 5 6 1 1
Development (LaDOTD)
142 | 239 | 117 | Town of Grand Isle Transit Grand Isle LA 6 6 1 1
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2
142 SHPH - Saint Helena Greensbur
LA 6
2 240 | 118 Parish Hospital 9 1 1
142 Gretna / Jackson Avenue Ferry
5 241 119 [New Orleans - Gretna, LA] Gretna LA New Orleans 5 6 1 1
142 TARC - Tangipahoa
5 242 | 120 | Association of Retarded Hammond LA 6 6 1 1
Citizens
MF - Melville Ferry /
142 243 | 121 Louisiana erartment of Velvile A 5 5 1 1
2 Transportation and
Development (LaDOTD)
142 oad | 122 SMPF - St. Mary Parish Morgan LA 5 5 1 1
2 Ferry City
ARCGNO - Association for
142 o New
5 245 | 123 | Retarded Citizens of Orleans LA New Orleans 6 6 1 1
Greater New Orleans
142 CCEO - Central City New
5 246 | 124 Economic Opportunity Otleans LA New Orleans 1 6 1 1
NOHRC - New Orleans
142 N New
5 247 | 125 || Home & Rehabilitation Otleans LA New Orleans 6 6 1 1
Center
142 248 | 126 | PLT - Peace Lake Towers New LA New Orleans 6 6 1 1
2 Orleans
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142 249 | 127 TCA - Total Community New LA New Orleans 6 6 1 1
2 Action Orleans
142 250 | 128 SLCOA ) Sam,t Landry Opelousas LA 6 6 1 1
2 Council on Aging
PF - Plaquemines Ferry /
142 251 | 129 Louisiana erartment of Plaquemin | 5 6 1 1
2 Transportation and es
Development (LaDOTD)
142 252 | 130 PPF'- Plaguemines Parish Pointe a la LA 5 6 1 1
2 Ferries Hache
142 Pointe a La Hache Ferry Pointe a La
LA 5 6
2 | 253 | 31 | ipginte aLa Hache, LA Hache 1 1
142 254 | 132 RCOA - Richland Council Rapill A 5 6 1 1
2 on Aging
ERF - Edgard-Reserve
142 Ferry / Louisiana
5 255 | 133 | Department of Reserve LA 5 6 1 1
Transportation and
Development (LaDOTD)
NRSFF - New Roads-St.
142 256 | 134 | Francisville Ferry / Lousiana Saint A 5 6 1 ]
2 Department of Transportation | Frandisville
& Development (LaDOTD)
Saint
142 | 257 | 135 | WFCOA- WestFeliciana | rraioyite | A 6 6 1 1
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2 Council on Aging
142 e .
5 258 | 136 || Socialization Services, Inc. Shreveport LA Shreveport 6 1 1
142 ESTMH - East Saint
Slidell LA
2 289 | 137 Tammany Mental Health o ® 6 1 1
New Roads / St.
142 Francisville Ferry [St. St.
2 260 | 138 Francisville - Point Coupee, | Francisville A ° 6 1 1
LA]
142 White Castle Ferry [White White
2 | 281 | 139 | Castle - Canville, LA] Coste | 5 6 1 1
142 Texas DOT ferry (Aransas Corpus »
5 262 51 Pass - Port Aransus, TX) Christ TX Corpus Christi 5 6 1 1
142 TxDOT Ferry [Galveston -
Gal
2 263 52 Houston - Port Bolivar, TX] alveston TX Galveston 5 6 1 1
Harris County Lynchburg
142 Ferry [San Jacinto State
5 264 53 Park - Lynchburg, TX/ Houston TX Houston 5 6 1 1
Houston-Baytown]
142 Cassville Car Ferry
Millvill IA
2 | ™31 3T | e, 1A - Cassvile, wi | ™" ° ! 1 1
142 MCT - Mitchell County
5 144 | 47 | Transportation (Simpson, Beloit KS 6 7 1 1
KS)
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Transit Size | 2010 — Transit >c 2 % . # of Passenger Vehicles
3 g Agencies o | 2| 882 |93 5| = sl =zl ols
o F o> & g g | 8| 255 (88| 2539 S| Ep83<|3
55 85m ° (by # of service =< ® N’ ® 4| © |5 2|8 3 x @ 23 |23 | I|TOTAL
=3 *a| ¥ ! gm'ol < o =28 |S8 8 3T =2 |23 | m
o 5 “:;_ vehicles) = o b 5 S5 |ga s g8 | X
Th ty Transit
1;&2 145 | 48 (Tg)mas County Transi Golby Ks 5 ; 1 1
142 LCT - Lane County
Digh KS 6 7
2 146 1 49 Transportation gnton 1 1
142 . .
5 147 | 50 | City of Goodland Transit Goodland KS 6 7 1 1
142 148 | 51 RCPT-Rush County Public La Crosse ks 5 ; 1 1
2 Transportation
142 LCT - Linn County
Mound Cit KS 6 7
2 149 52 Transportation ouney 1 1
142 150 | 53 NCSC - Ngﬂon County Norton ks 5 ; 1 1
2 Senior Citizens
142 DCPT - Decatur County
Oberli KS 6 7
2 151 o4 Public Transportation Bus e 1 1
Prairie Band Potwamie
Nation general public
142 transportation & 3
, | 152 | 55 | handicapped access bus in '::g'de KsS 6 7 1 1
Jackson County, KS
(funded via Kansas DOT)
[Mayette, KS]
142 RCT - Russell County
5 153 | 56 | Transportation / City of Russell KS 1/6 7 0 1 1
Russell Transit (?)
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: w 835 | ol >
- 3 e Agencies Q | g| 28z | 08| |, FlEo| & ZT|L9|
o2 o>E = < = c 20 o< o P38 s = S S |8 =| S
35587 i (by # of service w ;g o e € |25 (88 Pl =5 28| 3 TOTAL
= = Q . = = S S = = (=W
2 7 S vehicles) Za b S |= % 22| o g3 [ 2y
142 City of WaKeeney/ Lions
WakK KS 6 7
2 154 1 57 Club Transportation aneeney 1 1
142 Akers Ferry [Akers Ferry -
Akers F MO 5 7
5 155 | 11 Route K, MO] ers Ferry 1 1
Fredericksburg Ferry )
1421 156 | 12 [Fredericksburg-Hermann, | %" | o 5 7 1 1
2 urg
MO]
142 Golden Eagle Ferry [Golden |  Golden
MO
2 | 7| 13 | Eagle, IL-Kampville, MO] Eagle ° ! 1 1
142 158 | 50 ASC - Atkinson Senior Atkinson NE 5 ; 1 1
2 Center
142 159 | 51 RCHB - Rock County Handi Bassett NE 5 ; 1 1
2 Bus
142 160 | 52 BHB - City of Benkelman Benkelman | NE 5 ; 1 1
2 Handi Bus
142 MCHB - Morril County ,
2 161 53 Handi Bus Bridgeport NE 6 7 1 1
142 BBHB - City of Broken Bow Broken
5 162 | 54 Handi Bus Bow NE 6 7 1 1
142 163 | 55 TVHB - Tri Valley Handi Cambridge | NE 5 ; 1 1
2 Bus
142 SCPTS - Sheridan County
NE 6
2 164 56 Public Transportation System Chacron ! 1 1
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3 (72 o a' % (2] g > —
- 3 @ Agencies 2] | P28 & 83| 3| _Tloag| &| z|_ol=
08 o> 2 = B <320 a<| o P33 5 = PS8 =] 9
85/ 82 % | (by#ofsenice ®| N¥e |°2| S |Z5(5E| B2lES 2228 | |T™
— S 5 = c -
5 x‘g' 3 vehicles) Z2a” S = v% 53| o g8 Fsa | ®
142 CCH - Midland Area
165 | 57 | Agency on Aging Clay Clay NE 6 7 1 1
2 Center
County Handybus
142 .
5 166 58 || CHB - Crawford Handi Bus Crawford NE 6 7 1 1
142 CAHSVS - Creighton Area .
2 167 59 Health Services Van Service Creighton NE 6 ! 1 1
142 FAHRV - Fullerton Area
2 168 60 Handi Van Fullerton NE 6 7 1 1
142 GRHB - Village of Guide ,
5 169 61 Rock Handi Bus Guide Rock | NE 6 7 1 1
1421 470 | 62 PCHB. - Pawnee County Humboldt | NE 6 7 1 1
2 Handi Bus
142 171 63 GAHB - Grant-Arthur Handi Hyannis NE 5 ; 1 1
2 Bus
142 KCHB - Kimball County ,
2 | 172 | 64 | HandiBus / Shuttl imball ] NE 6 ! 1 1
142 173 65 LCHB - Loup City Handi Loup Ciy NE 5 . 1 1
2 Bus
142 174 | 66 MHB - City of McCook McCook NE 5 . 1 1
2 Handi Bus
142 175 | 67 PSSE - Papillon Special Papillon NE 5 ; 1 1
2 Services Bus
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: w 835 | ol >
> J @ AgenC|eS o o O 9 = °o 0 ) = |0 o = T o |
oy o> = < = 3o a<| o 2% |83 = S 1S I8 =] 9
23 3m 2 (by # of service o N o 4| @ |5 2|3 3 n|lass |23 |35 | | TOTAL
23 2& 7 . e g S| g |=3|ses| EPS|E2|BE | m
= s| 2 vehicles) = ° 5 |Ts(8¢2 = 5 T3 @ o)
142 176 | 68 RLS§ - Ralsgn-LaV|§ta Ralston NE 5 ; 1 1
2 Special Services Unit
142 SHB - City of Schuyler
5 177 69 Handi Bus Schuyler NE 6 7 1 1
142 178 | 70 SCHB - Seward County Seward NE 5 ; 1 1
2 Handi Bus
142 STS - City of Sidney _
Sid NE 6 7
2 o Transportation System oney 1 1
142 THBP - City of Tecumseh
5 180 | 72 | & Johnson County Handi Tecumseh NE 6 7 1 1
Bus Program
142 WHVS - City of Wayne
2 181 3 Handi-Van Service Weyne NE 6 4 1 1
GAC - Golden Age Chariot /
142 Moffat County Sunset
5 134 78 || Meadows Transportation Craig co 6 8 1 1
(Moffat County Housing
Authority)
142 Fort Collins Municipal
5 135 | 79 | Railway Society (heritage Fort Collins | CO 2 8 1 1
trolley)
142 136 80 Fort. Collins Municipal Railway Fort Collns | CO ) 8 1 1
2 Society (heritage trolley)
142 | 137 | 81 | GAT - Golden Age Las Animas | CO 6 8 1 1
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5 € @ =
: w 835 | ol >
- 3 @ Agencies 2] | P28 & 83| 3| _Tloag| &| z|_ol=
08 o> 2 = B <320 a<| o P33 5 = PS8 =] 9
35587 i (by # of service o gg o °ed £ % 5|38 2 ples =35 |l2g| TOTAL
8 g & vehicles) Za” B S Tc3d| 5| EFgm |7
2 Transportation (Bent
County)
142 138 82 OCCOA-Our?y County Ouray co 6 8 1 1
2 Council on Aging
142 BCSV - Baca County ,
2 139 83 Seniors' Van Springfield co 6 8 1 1
142 OATS Van - Jackson
Wald
2 140 | 84 County Council on Aging e o ° 8 1 1
142
2 141 11 || Carter Ferry [Carter, MT] Carter MT 5 8 1 1
142 , , ,
5 142 12 | Virgelle Ferry [Virgelle, MT] Virgelle MT 5 8 1 1
142 McClelland Ferry [Winifred - »
5 143 13 Leroy, MT] Winifred MT 5 8 1 1
142 144 19 BPT -.Brandon Public Brandon sD 5 8 1 1
2 Transit
142 . . _ ,
5 145 | 20 | Dell Rapids Transit Dell Rapids | SD Sioux Falls 6 8 1 1
142 Lake Powell - Charles Hall
146 4 Ferry [Bullfrog - Halls Bullfrog uT 5 8 1 1
2 :
Crossing, UT]
142 .
5 147 | 20 | SVS - Star Valley Senior Afton WY 6 8 1 1
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- w| 835 o3 >
% .3 g | Agencies 2 | 8| 2585 |38 -7 39| | Tlo8l7< 0o
= — = [¢°) =3 Q
3 § 52 3 (by # of service < o Es = ® 4| Q & 218 3 (33 23 3 Y I_:T;'n TOTAL
— S 5 = c g
B8 x‘g- “:;_ vehicles) Z2a” 3 e v% 2 3 § g8 Fsa | ®
122 148 | 21 | The Learning Center (LC) Big Piney | WY 6 8 1 1
142 SSCP - Southwest Sublette
Big Pi WY 6 8

2 149 ) 22 County Pioneers o riney 1 1
142 150 23 BSC - Buffalo Senior Buftalo Wy 5 8 1 1
2 Center
142 151 o4 D§C - Douglas Senior Douglas Wy 5 8 1 1
2 Citizens
142 152 25 HCSp - I.-'.Igh Country Dubois Wy 5 8 1 1
2 Senior Citizens
142 . ,

5 153 | 26 | RENEW - RENEW Gillette Gillette WY 6 8 1 1
142 154 o7 G§C - Glenrock Senior Glenrock Wy 5 8 1 1
2 Citizens
142 155 28 Sou.th B|g.Horn County Greybul Wy 5 8 1 1
2 Senior Citizens
142 .

2 156 | 29 | The Learning Center (LC) Jackson wy 6 8 1 1
142 157 30 KSC - Kemmerer Senior Kemmerer | WY 5 8 1 1
2 Center
142 158 | 31 CDS'- Child Development Londer Wy 5 8 1 1
2 Services
142 | 159 | 32 | LSC - Lander Senior Center Lander WY 6 8 1 1
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5 € @ <
: w| 835 | 0% »
- 3 @ Agencies 2] | P28 & 83| 3| _Tloag| &| z|_ol=
08 o> 2 = B <320 a<| o P33 5 = PS8 =] 9
35587 i (by # of service o ; N o °*d € = = |3 2 ples =35 |l2g| TOTAL
8 g & vehicles) Z2a” B S Tc3d| 5| EFgm |7
2
142 ECS - Eppson Center for _
L wy

2 160 | 33 Seniors & PATS areme 6 1 1
142 161 34 NBHS - North Big Horn Lovel Wy 5 8 1 1
2 Seniors
142 . .

5 162 | 35 | Niobrara Seniors (NS) Lusk wy 6 8 1 1
142 . ,

5 163 | 36 | The Learning Center (LC) Pinedale wy 6 8 1 1
142 164 | 37 SH(?S - Sublette Hi-Country Pinedale Wy 5 8 1 1
2 Seniors

142 .

5 165 | 38 | PSC - Powell Senior Center Powell wy 6 8 1 1
142 166 | 39 CES'- Community Entry Riverton wy 5 8 1 1
2 Services

142 YHSRS - Young at Heart Rock

2 167 | 40 Seniors of Rock Springs Springs WY 6 8 1 1
142 168 | 41 SSC - Saratoga Senior Saratoga Wy 5 8 1 1
2 Center

1421 469 | 4o | RENEW-RENEW Sheridan | WY 6 8 1 1
2 Sheridan

142 170 | 43 SSC - Shoshoni Senior Shoshon Wy 5 8 1 1
2 Center
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=] = © =
- » 5o | oz| 2 =
- 3 @ Agencies 2] g 292 | 038 2| Tlrol &§| zl.o|=

oy o> = _ < = c = o a<| o 2% |83 = S S |8 =| S
5582 & (by # of service °| ofe |°2 95388 Bles g2 2k | g T
xn_’x‘g' S vehicles) Z2a” T | S = 2 3 s g *g | »
142 171 44 TSSC - Ten Sleep Senior TenSkeep | Wy 5 8 1 1

2 Center
142 172 | 45 TSC - Thayne Senior Theyne Wy 5 8 1 1

2 Center
122 173 | 46 | Foster Grandparents (FG) The”:Opo" wy 6 8 1 1
142 - . .

5 174 | 47 | Diversified Services (DS) Torrington | WY 6 8 1 1
142 175 | 48 SFC - Senior Friendship Torngon | WY 5 8 1 1

2 Center
142 . .

5 176 | 49 | SFS- Services for Seniors | Wheatland | WY 6 8 1 1
142 132 17 Old Pueblo Trolley (heritage Tucson Az Tucson ) 9 1 1

2 LR)
142 Catalina Classic Cruises

2 133 10 (Avalon - San Pedro, CA) Avalon oA ° o 1 1
142 Catalina Explorer Ferry

Aval

2 134 1 111 (Avalon - Long Beach, CA) veen cA ° ° 1 1
142 Catalina Flyer (Avalon -

5 135 | 112 Newport Beach, CA) Avalon CA 5 9 1 1

Port of Los Angeles

142 . Los

5 136 | 113 | Waterfront Red Car Line Angeles CA LA 2 9 1 1

Heritage Light Rail (WRC)

FTA Office of Mobility Innovation 327 June 2011




FTA Transit ITS Architecture Consistency Review — 2010 Update

3300" Transit Agencies and Other Transportation Providers in the United States (2010)

Transit Size | 2010 — Transit > < S . # of Passenger Vehicles
: w 835 | ol >
-l 3 e Agencies 2] g| 29z | o3| |2 |= E| zl|l. o=
ol P 2 < = T30 o < o 23 25 s S S |8 =| S
%;g' %;g :%, (by # of service o ;g 9 ° g ‘-g. 2 §§ 2 |e= =3 i% T TOTAL
2 "5 3 vehicles) 2 a Bl 3 T332 3 I
142 Newport .
5 137 | 114 | Balboa Island Ferry (BIF) Beach CA San Diego 5 9 1 1
142 J-Mack/Steamship Slough
5 138 | 115 | (Ryerlsland - Grand Island, | Ryerlsland | CA 5 9 1 1
CA)
142 Real McCoy / Cache
5 139 | 116 | Slough (Rio Vista - Ryer Ryerlsland | CA 5 9 1 1
Island, CA)
The Wave (north San Diego
142 County - 2003 demo - Solana .
2 140 | 17 Oceanside to San Diego) - Beach cA San Diego ° o 1 1
Urban Ferryboat
142 Hawaii Superferry [Honolulu,
H
2 | ™21 3 | oahu- Kahului, Maui, Hi onolu— - A ° 9 1 1
142 . . , ,
5 143 4 Moloka'i-Maui Ferry (MF) Kaunakakai | HI Maui 5 9 1 1
142 444 | 5 EXpe,d tions - Lahaina- Lahaina HI Maui 5 9 1 1
2 Lana'l Ferry
142 56 6 Inter-Island Ferry - Northern Ketchikan AK 5 10 1 1
2 (Ketchikan-Hollis, AK)
1421 57 7 || KIAF - Ketehikan Ketchikan | AK 5 10 1 1
2 International Airport Ferry
142 Southcentral Alaska Ferry
Kodiak AK
2 | %8 | & | (valdez-Kodiak AK) ode N ! 1
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: w| 833 |08 >
- 3 @ Agencies 2] | P2s 2 | &3 2| = & z|_ ol
o2 o>E = < B =) a<| o 23 8§ = S S |8 =| S
5582 2 (by # of service ® gso ®d Q25|88 Dles =5 |28 | g | TOTAL
= = Q . = = S S = =~ c |72
2 7 S vehicles) Za b g v% 22| o g3 [ 2y
142 Southwest Alaska Ferry
59 9 || (Kodiak-Unalaska/Dutch Harbor, Kodiak AK 5 10 1 1
2 AK
)
142 Inside Passage / SE Alaska
60 10 | (Prince Rupert - Skagway, Skagway AK 5 10 1 1
2
AK)
142 61 11 Inter-lslland Ferry-Southern South AK 5 10 1 1
2 (South Mitkof-Coffman Cove, AK) Mitkof
142 Cross-Gulf Route (Prince
Whitti AK 5 10
2 | 92 | 12 | Rypert- Whitier, AK) er 1 1
142 BVF- Buena Vista Ferry [Polk Buena
2 63 7 County-Marion County, OR] Vista OR ° 10 1 1
142 Canby Ferry (CF) [Canby -
Canb OR 5 10
2 | % | & |wisonvile, OR] anby 1 1
142 Wheatland Ferry (WF) [Yamhill )
2 65 9 County-Marion County, OR] Unionvale OR ° 10 1 1
142 Ferry Wahkiakum
5 66 10 || [Westport, OR - Puget Westport OR 5 10 1 1
Island, WA]
142 GIF - Guemes Island Ferry
67 33 || [Guemes Island-Anacortes, Anarcortes | WA 5 10 1 1
2 WA
|
142\ 5 | 34 | LIF-Lummilsiand Ferry Bellngham | WA 5 10 1 1
2 [Lummi Island - Gooseberry
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- 3 @ Agencies 2] g 2% | 03| 3| Tleol| & Tl.ol=
o2 o>E = < = =) o< o P38 s = S S |8 =| S
[ g o 0 L (by#ofservice (1] N O - «© & < |- 3 o | ®sS (= = S o T TOTAL
=3 %& 7 . Be s S| 5 |=2|se| EfS 2B | &
= gl 2 vehicles) = ° S s |82 = & 3 =
Point, WA]
142 GIF - Gifford-Inchelium
69 35 || Ferry [Gifford - Inchelium, Inchelium WA 5 10 1 1
2
WA]
142 Keller Ferry [Lincoln County
Kell WA 5 10
2 | 0| 36 ] Ferry County, WA] eler 1 1
142 71 37 Coho Ferry - Black Ball Port WA 5 10 1 1
2 Transport Angeles
Puget Island Ferry (PIF) /
142 Puget Sound Express Port
WA 1/5/6 | 10
2 | 2 | 38 | (PSE)[Port Townsend- | Townsend 0 | 0 1 1
Friday Harbor, WA]
142 Ferry Wahkaikum [Puget Puget
WA 5 10
2 | ™ | 39 | isiand, WA - Westport OR] | Islnd 1 1
171 Central Conn. Paratransit
Bristol CT 6 1
8 | 119 2 | senice (cCPS) reto 0 0
171 NCTD - Northeast ,
8 " 26 Connecticut Transit District Dayvile cr 1o ! 0 0 0
711 442 | 27 | AL-ArrowLine Fast | o1 176 | 1 o | o 0
8 Hartford
171 Connecticut Transit-New
New Britai CT 116 1
8 113 28 Britain (CT) ew Britain 0 0 0
171 | 114 | 29 | NHT-City of New Haven | NewHaven | CT 1 1 0 0
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.3 .3 g| Agencies 2 | 5| 285 (28| Aloflgy| §| Flzl3<|o
S §' 52 ; (by # of service = (] E g'o ¢D£| Q E% ‘-é 3 ;;é S = :L_lg ‘Z,% r:_':|n TOTAL
8| T & S vehicles) EZa” S g;‘%ﬁa = g *g | »
> S =]
8 Trolley
171 YUPT - Yale University
New H CT 1/6
8 15 30 Parking and Transit e naven 0 0 0
171 ETD - Estuary Transit old
8 116 | 31 District Saybrook CT 1/6 1 0 0 0
171 . . South
117 32 || CBS - Collins Bus Service ! CT 1/6 1 0 0 0
8 Windsor
1 ;1 118 33 (Sst;n::)rd Dial-A-Ride Stamford CT Bridgeport 6 1 0 0
171 119 | 34 Unlve.r3|ty of Connecticut Storrs or ; : 0 0 0
8 Transit System
TTA - Torrington Transit
171 120 | 35 Authority/ Candystriper Bus Torrington cT 1/6 1 0 0 0
8 System / Northwestern Conn.
Transit District
171 GWTD - Greater Waterbury
Waterb CT
8 121 36 Transit District aterbury 1o ! 0 0 0
171 122 | 37 WHT - City of West Haven West - ] ] 0 0
8 Trolley Haven
711 423 | 38 WRTP - qudham Region | \iimentic | T 176 1 0 0
8 Transit District
171 UMASS Transit - University
8 124 37 || of Massachusetts-Amherst Amherst MA 1/6 1 0 0 0
Transit Service (UTS)
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= s = ‘8 =
A o A : o w| 8%a o3 2 S =
A QEnElEe  B| =53 88| Pl=o5|39| S| 815 <]0
%;?g' %;?g 2 (by # of service = ) Eg'o - NI s S8 8 ;’,6 R UEERE § I_:_I:'I_I TOTAL
S = 5 8 Q = =
*n_*’”g- S vehicles) Z2a” b e v% 82 S g | =
1;1 125 | 38 | Bedford Local Transit (BLT) | Bedford MA Boston 1/6 1 0 0 0
7 126 | 39 BC,OA - Beverly Council on Beverly MA Boston 176 1 0 0 0
8 Aging
171 .
8 127 | 40 | Cavalier Coach (CC) Boston MA Boston 1/6 1 0 0 0
171 .
8 128 41 JBL Bus Lines Boston MA Boston 1/6 1 0 0 0
171 . )
8 129 42 || A&BCL - A&B Coach Lines Braintree MA Boston 1/6 1 0 0 0
171 BSC - Bridgewater State Bridewate
8 130 | 43 | College Transportation ' ng MA 1/6 1 0 0 0
Services
71 131 44 Bline (Town, of Burlington Burlington MA Boston 1/6 1 0 0 0
8 Transportation)
171 EZRide - Cambridge-North )
8 132 45 Station EZRide Shuttle Cambridge MA Boston 1/6 1 0 0 0
171 CGS - Cambridgeside ,
8 133 46 Galleria Shuttle Cambridge | MA Boston 1/6 1 0 0 0
HUSS - Harvard University
171 134 47 Shuttle Services / Cambridge MA Boston 1/6 1 0 0 0
8 Passenger Transport
Services
171 135 48 South Central Charlton MA 1/6 1 0 0 0
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a )
3 2 | Agencies o 2| 852 92 2 o =
58 g% 5| 9 2 | £ 233 |88 2 %79 €| Flzli=| o
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= @D D =] = ~
8 Massachusetts Elderbus
(SCME)
1;1 136 49 .Iiz-:;s-p:?gt:zsvere Chelsea MA Boston 1/6 1 0 0 0
1;1 137 | 50 ngg:g Bus - Town of Dedham | MA Boston 1/6 1 0 0 0
171 .

8 138 | 51 | TBL- Trombly Bus Lines Dracut MA 1/6 1 0 0 0
1;1 139 | 52 :‘/lilt\grc C-oAaTr? fican Eagle Faihaven | MA 16 1 0 0 0
171 Bristol Community College .

g | 140 | 93 | campus Bus Shuttle (BCC Shutte) | TONRVEr | MA 176 ! 0 0 0
171 LIFT - Town of Framingham | Framingha

MA Bost

8 141 54 Lift Public Transit System m oston /e ! 0 0 0
171 GMTA - Greenfield-

8 142 55 || Montague Transportation Greenfield MA 1/6 1 0 0 0

Area
7 143 56 Lexpress - Town of ) Lexington MA Boston 1/6 1 0 0 0

8 Lexington Transportation
1;1 144 | 57 \l;VEevs\,/tLL-oggl)ty of Lynn East- Lynn MA Boston 1/6 1 0 0 0
1;1 145 | 58 ?éﬁ?&&aﬁig Metro Medford | MA Boston 1/6 1 0 0 0
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1;1 146 | 59 | Natick Neighborhood Bus Natick MA Boston 1/6 1 0 0 0
171 147 | 60 Town of Neyvton Senior Newton VA Boston 16 : 0 0 0
8 Transportation
1711 448 | 61 | ABC Bus Compan North 1 176 | 1 o | o 0
8 pany Andover
171 .
8 149 | 62 | Peabody Transit (PT) Peabody MA Boston 1/6 1 0 0 0
171 Plymouth & Brockton Street
Plymouth MA 1/6 1
g | 10| 83 | Raiway Co. (PBSRC) ymou 0 0
1;1 151 64 || BHT - Brush Hill Tours Randolph MA 1/6 1 0 0 0
171 152 | 65 QBL - Gulbankian Bus Southborou | 16 ] 0 0 0
8 Lines gh
TLC - The Local
171 Connection / Marlborough- | Southborou
MA 116 1
8 153 | 66 Southborough Community gh 0 0 0
Transit Service
711 454 | g7 | BBL-H&LBloomBus Taunton | MA 116 1 0 0 0
8 Lines
7 155 68 128 Business Council Waltham MA Boston 1/6 1 0 0 0
8 Shuttles
171 | 156 | 69 | Waltham CitiBus Waltham MA Boston 1/6 1 0 0 0
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8
171 . . .

8 157 | 70 | CBL- Carey's Bus Lines Whitman MA Boston 1/6 0 0 0
171 Citylink - Lewiston-Auburn

Aub ME Lewist 1 1

8 158 25 Transit Committee (LATC) woum ewston 0 0
171

8 159 26 | The LYNX Bangor ME Bangor 6 1 0 0
171 .

8 160 | 27 | CityBus Bath ME 1/6 1 0 0 0
171 161 28 Waldo Community Action Beffast ME 6 : 0 0

8 Planners
171 Mountain Explorer (Sunday

8 162 29 River Trolley / Jordan Shuttle) Bethel ME e ! 0 0 0
171 163 30 West s Transportation, Inc. Colais ME 16 ; 0 0 0

8 (Calais-Bangor)
171

8 164 31 | Bar Harbor Ferry (BHF) Cherryfield | ME 1/6 1 0 0 0
171 .

8 165 | 32 | Freeport Transit, Inc. Freeport ME 6 1 0 0
1 ;1 166 | 33 fgg)munlty Concepts, Inc. Lewiston ME 5 : 0 0
1;1 167 | 34 | Lisbon Connection (LC) LiFSat:f’S” ME 1/6 1 0 0 0
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=
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Washington Hancock
171 Community Agency .
Millbrid ME
g | %8| % | (WHCA)- Ellsworth toree o] 0 0
Millbridge
1;1 169 36 8Infp;a23unqwt Trolley Ogunquit ME 1/6 1 0 0 0
171

8 170 | 37 | Portland Explorer Portland ME Portland 1/6 1 0 0 0
171 Aroostook Regional b

8 171 38 || Transportation System, Inc. rfsslzue ME 6 1 0 0

(ARTS)
ShuttleBus Tri-Town
171 Service (along w. Zoom
S ME
8 72| 39 Turnpike Express / Old oo ! ! 0 0
Orchard Beach Trolley)
171 173 | 40 WCOCT - Wells Chamber Wells ME 16 ; 0 0 0

8 of Commerce Trolley
171 174 | a1 YTC - York Trolley York ME 176 1 0 0 0

8 Company Village
171 , .

8 175 9 Wildcat Transit (WT) Durham NH 1/6 1 0 0 0
1;1 176 10 zgl:?t?:ze?\tla(f: University Plymouth NH Plymouth 1/6 1 0 0 0
171 177 11 STC - Seacoast Trolley Portsmouth NH Plymouth 1/6 1 0 0 0
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33272 2 (by # of service =< ® Egg °Jd < i% {?;é IR %g 2 = % TOTAL
= 5 “:;_ vehicles) Z a 3 e v% 2 3 = &f 3(_1—.; S
8 Company
171 Waterville Valley Transit Waterville
NH 1/6
g | 178 | 121 authority WvTA) Valley 0 | 0 0
171 URICSA - University of
8 179 10 | Rhode Island Campus Kingston RI 1/6 1 0 0 0
Shuttle
171 CATS - University of
8 180 9 Vermont Campus Area Burlington VT Burlington 1/6 1 0 0 0
Transportation System
171 181 10 SSTA - Speplel Services Cotcheser | VT 16 . 0 0 0
8 Transportation Agency
171 182 11 LMTS.- Ludlow Municipal Ludlow T 16 . 0 0 0
8 Transit System
171 Green Mountain Transit
Montpeli VT Montpeli 11/
8 183 12 Authority (GMTA) ontpelier ontpelier 6 1 0 0 0
171 STS - Stagecoach
Randolph VT
8 184 13 Transportation Services aneop 1o ! 0 0 0
The Bus - Marble Valley
171 . .
8 185 14 || Regional Transportation Rutland VT 1/6 1 0 0 0
District
171 186 15 CRT - Connecticut River Springfied T 16 ; 0 0 0
8 Transit
171 The Network - NW Vermont
8 187 | 16 Public Transit Network St Albans | VT 1o ! 0 0 0
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o =3 z - = =z
£2 S2 5| (by#ofsenice S| | §fe |°2 S Es|Es| Bles 22| 3|
~8 *¢ S vehicles) Z2a” K S|l=2lgd| = g5l | =®
= @D D =] = ~
171 STS - Stowe Trolley
8 188 | 17 | Systems (Village Mountain Stowe VT 1/6 1 0 0 0
Shuttle / Morrisville Shuttle)
171 MOOQver - Deerfield Valley
West D VT
g | 189 18 | qiansit Association (DvTA) | "0 et oo 0
171 South Jersey Atlantic
. NJ
8 106 | 29 Transportation Authority City e 2 0 0 0
171 Atlantic City Jitney Atlantic
. NJ
g | 197 | 30 | association (ACJA) city e 2 00 0
171 BABOA - Bergen Avenue
8 108 31 Bus Owners Association Bayonne N /e 2 0 0 0
171 109 32 BBOA - Broadyva}/ Bus Bayomne N 16 ) 0 0 0
8 Owners Association
171 .
8 110 | 33 | Bellmawr Borough Transit Bellmawr NJ 1/6 2 0 0 0
171 Warren County Dept. of ,
Belvid
g | "1 3% | Human Senvices (wepHg) | B | W e 2 010 0
1;1 112 | 35 | Berlin Borough Senior Bus Berlin NJ 1/6 2 0 0 0
171 113 | 36 Gloucgster Township Blackuood N 16 ) 0 0 0
8 Transit
171 RCS - Rutgers University-
8 114 37 Camden Shuttle Bus Camden N /e 2 0 0 0
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171 FFT - Fare Free
8 115 38 | Transportation (Cape May Cape May NJ 1/6 2 0 0 0
County DOT)
171 Cherry Hill Township Senior ,
8 116 39 & Disabled Residents Bus Cherry Hil N 1o 2 0 0 0
171 EBS-Express Bus Service
117 | 40 | (Spanish Bus Clifton NJ 1/6 2 0 0 0
8 .
Transportation Corp.)
171 ECST - Essex County East
NJ 1/6 2
8 18| # Special Transportation Orange 0 0 0
171 . . . East
8 119 | 42 | Meadowlink Ridesharing Rutherford NJ NYC 1/6 2 0 0 0
7 120 43 HART - Hun.terdon Area Flemington NJ 1/6 2 0 0 0
8 Rural Transit
Monmouth County
171 121 44 Depzflrtmen't of Human Freehold N 116 ) 0 0 0
8 Services Division of
Transportation (MCDHS)
171 Bergen County Community | Hackensac
NJ 1/6 2
8 122.) 45 Transportation (BCCT) k 0 0 0
171 City of Hackensack Shuttle | Hackensac
NJ 1/6 2
8 123 | 46 Bus (HSB) K 0 0 0
171 124 | 47 Hadd(?n Heights Borough Ha(lidon N 116 5 0 0 0
8 Transit Heights
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171 Haddon Towncar (Haddon Haddon
) NJ 1/6 2
8 125 | 48 Township) Heights 0 0 0
171 HTMA - Hudson
8 126 | 49 || Transportation Management Jersey City NJ NYC 1/6 2 0 0 0
Association
171 MWBA - Montgomery & ,
Jersey C NJ NYC 1/6 2
8 127 | 50 Westside Bus Association ersey Gy 0 0 0
171 . . ,
8 128 | 51 | Lawnside Borough Transit Lawnside NJ 1/6 2 0 0 0
171 . . , ,
8 129 | 52 | Lindenwold Borough Transit | Lindenwold | NJ Philadelphia 1/6 2 0 0 0
171 CCCTMA - Cross County
8 130 53 | Connection Transportation Marlton NJ 1/6 2 0 0 0
Management Association
1;1 131 | 54 ;?F\g/ir;zh(l&gfp\l\éc))ntvnle Diak | ontite | N 116 2 0 0 0
171 Morris County Division of
8 132 | 55 | Transportation Morristown NJ 1/6 2 0 0 0
Management
Sen-Ham Transit (Camden
171 County Transportation
g | 133 | 56 | System- Senior Citizens E’!ﬁ;’ar::n NJ 16 2 0 0 0
United Community
Services)
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= s g;_ vehicles) Za 3 S |= % 2 2 = &f 255 o
171 MLT - Mount Laurel Mount
NJ 1/6 2
8 134 ) o7 Township Transit Laurel 0 0 0
171 . Mount
8 135 58 || Quicklink Leurel NJ 1/6 2 0 0 0
AWTS - Areawide
171 Transportation System New
. NJ NYC 1/6 2
8 136 | 59 (Middlesex County Division | Brunswick 0 0 0
of Transportation)
RUCBS - Rutgers
171 L New
137 | 60 | University Campus Bus , NJ NYC 1/6 2 0 0 0
8 Brunswick
System
171 Sussex County Transit
N NJ 1/6 2
8 138 61 (SCT) ewton 0 0 0
171 . . .
8 139 62 || Parsippany Transit System | Parsippany NJ 1/6 2 0 0 0
171 140 | 63 Passaic Coynty Qﬁlce of Patierson " \YC 16 ) 0 0 0
8 Para-Transit Services
171 141 64 Pemberton Township Pemberton N 116 ) 0 0 0
8 Senior Center
171 142 65 Pennsguken Township Pennsauke N 116 ) 0 0 0
8 Transit n
171 143 | 66 Runngmeade Borough Runnemea N 116 ) 0 0 0
8 Transit de
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171 144 | 67 Salem Cour.1ty Spec!allzed Salem " 116 ) 0 0 0
8 Transportation Service
171 145 68 HCT - Hudson County Secaucus " 16 ) 0 0 0
8 Transcend
171 SCSB - Secaucus
S NJ 1/6 2
8 146 | 69 Community Shuttle Bus eeaucts 0 0 0
171 GCSTS-Gloucester County
8 147 70 | Special Transportation Sewell NJ 1/6 2 0 0 0
Services
171 148 | 71 SCOOT - Somerset Cgunty Somenile N 116 ) 0 0 0
8 Division of Transportation
1;1 149 | 72 E);Xg;t;n Avenue Shuttle Somenile U 116 ) 0 0 0
171 South Orange Parking South
NJ 1/6 2
8 150 73 Authority Jitney Bus Orange 0 0 0
TRADE - Mercer County
171 Transportation Resources
T NJ 1/6
8 151 & to Aid Disadvantaged & renton 2 0 0 0
Elderly
171 . .
8 152 75 || Voorhees Township Transit | Voorhees NJ 1/6 2 0 0 0
171 West Milford Township
g | 153 | 76 | Mass Transportation I\\lﬁllfeosrtd NJ 116 2 0 0 0
System
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171 154 77 Westville - Broolldawn Westvile N 116 ) 0 0 0
8 Boroughs Transit
Willi i
1 ;1 155 78 Tr;;r;?tb&:/?r;-ownShlp Willingboro NJ 1/6 2 0 0 0
171 State University of NY
8 156 | 78 | Albany Mass Transit Albany NY 1/6 2 0 0 0
Services
171 157 | 79 CATS - Communlty Action Abion NY 16 ) 0 0 0
8 Transportation System
1 ;1 158 | 80 geT:”C eOsrleans Transit Abion NY 16 ) 0 0 0
171 ATD - City of Amsterdam
8 159 81 Transportation Department Amsterdam | NY 1o 2 0 0 0
1711 460 | g2 | BTT-BabyionTown Babylon | NY 1/6 2 0 0 0
8 Transportation
171 . Ballston
8 161 83 | Saratoga County Transit Spa NY 1/6 2 0 0 0
1;1 162 | 84 E;Lraze' Batavia Bus Batavia NY 176 2 0 0 0
171 163 | 85 SCTS. - Stueben County Bath NY 16 ) 0 0 0
8 Transit System
! ;1 164 | 86 fA"gg?”y County Transi Belmont | NY 16 | 2 | 0o | o 0
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1;1 165 87 || RTS - Rural Transit Service Brant NY 1/6 2 0 0 0
171 166 88 prn of Brgokhaven Silver | Brookhave NY 116 ) 0 0 0
8 Jitney Service n
171 State University of New York
8 167 89 | Buffalo Transportation Buffalo NY 1/6 2 0 0 0
Services
171 168 % BFLO Transit - Buffalo Bufalo NY 116 ) 0 0 0
8 Motor Bus
71| 4pg | o1 | CCT- Greene County Catskil NY 116 2 0 0 0
8 Transit
171 170 9 CMT - Town of Clarkstown Clarkston Ny 116 ) 0 0 0
8 Mini Trans
171 SCPT - Schoharie County
Cobleskill NY 1/6 2
8 7 93 Public Transportation ovest 0 0 0
171 Otsego Express - Gus-The-
8 172 | 94 | Bus (Otsego County Coo\zirsm NY 1/6 2 0 0 0
Planning Dept.)
171 CEATS - Corning-Erwin
Comi NY 1/6 2
8 173 95 Area Transit System oming 0 0 0
171 Courtland Transit
Cortland NY 1/6 2
8 174 96 (CTRANS) ortlan 0 0 0
71 475 | o7 LATS - prgston A,r e Dansvile | NY 1/6 2 0 0 0
8 Transportation Service
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171 EHHS - East Hampton East
NY 116 2
8 176 | 98 Human Service Hampton 0 0 0
171 Essex County Public Elizabethto
NY 116 2
8 | 77| 99 | rransitEcPT) wn 0 | 0 0
171
8 178 | 100 | Brown Coach Fonda NY 1/6 2 0 0 0
171 179 | 101 State Ulnlversny of .NY Fredonia NY 116 ) 0 0 0
8 Fredonia Bus Service
171 OCPT - Oswego County
8 180 | 102 | Public Transit (Oswego Fulton NY 1/6 2 0 0 0
County Opportunities)
1;1 181 | 103 $SSS}tC'ty of Glen Cove GlenCove | NY 116 2 0 0 0
1 ;1 182 | 104 g;lt;/tz;GloverSVIlle Transit Gloversville NY 1/6 2 0 0 0
1 ;1 183 | 105 Elgs\lsjztleurngansn for Hempstead | NY 116 2 0 0 0
1;1 184 | 106 t';'g?;'fﬁ; County Officefor | 1 imer | Nv 116 | 2 0 0 0
171 .
8 185 | 107 | HAT - Hornell Area Transit Homell NY 1/6 2 0 0 0
171 CARTS - Children & Adults
8 186 | 108 | Rural Transportation System Hudson NY 176 2 0 0 0
(Columbia County Community
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Health Consortium / MiniBus
Transportation Services)
171 [ET - Islip Essential
Isli NY 1/6 2
8 187 1 109 Transportation o 0 0 0
171 188 | 110 CARTS - Chautaugua Area Jamesonn | N 16 ) 0 0 0
8 Rural Transit Service
1711 489 | 111 | FCC- Fulton County Johnstown | NY 116 | 2 o | o 0
8 Commuter
171 . .
8 190 | 112 | Niagara County Transit Lockport NY 1/6 2 0 0 0
171 WATS - Wayne Area
8 191 ) 113 Transportation Service Lyons NY 1o 2 0 0 0
171 Franklin County Public
Mal NY 1/6 2
8 192 ) 114 Transportation (FCPT) aone 0 0 0
171 MPTS - City of .
g | 193 | 115 | Mechanicsvile Public Mechants |y 16 | 2 0 0 0
Transit System
171 - .
8 194 | 116 | Mainline Trolley Middleton NY 1/6 2 0 0 0
171 195 | 117 Mlddletorﬁ Transit Viddleton Ny 16 ) 0 0 0
8 Corporation
1711 496 | 11g | MCDAB-Townof | Mogomer | 16 | 2 | 0 | 0 0
8 Montgomery-Crawford Dial- y
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A-Bus
171 SCT - Sullivan County
Monticell NY

8 197 | 119 Transportation onticello 1/6 0 0 0
171 Battery Park City Authority

8 198 | 120 Shuttle Bus New York NY NYC 116 2 0 0 0
171 .

8 199 | 121 | Jamaica Buses New York NY NYC 1/6 2 0 0 0
1;1 200 | 122 gsn%aizmmand Bus NewYork | NY NYC 116 2 0 0 0
171

8 201 | 123 || Muller Tours (MT) New York NY NYC 116 2 0 0 0
171 .

8 202 | 124 | GBL - Green Bus Lines New York NY NYC 1/6 2 0 0 0
171 Downtown Connection

8 203 | 125 || (New York Downtown New York NY NYC 1/6 2 0 0 0

Alliance)
1711 904 | 42 | TCC - Triboro Coach NewYork | NY NYC 1/6 2 0 0 0

8 Corporation
171 RUN - Rides Unlimited of .

8 205 | 127 | Niagara (Rural Niagara Nfaglfsra NY Buffalo 1/6 2 0 0 0

Transportation System)
171 CCPT - Chenango County ,

8 206 | 128 Public Transit Norwich NY 1/6 2 0 0 0
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171 Dowling College Shuttle
Oakdal NY 1/6 2
8 207 | 129 Bus (DCSB) akdale 0 0 0
171 208 | 130 OPT - Oneonta Public Oneonta Ny 116 ) 0 0 0
8 Transit
171 Davis Park Ferry Company
Patch NY 1/6 2
8 209 | 131 (DPFC) atchogue 0 0 0
711 910 | 432 || G ofPortlenvisDiakA- o b eis |y 1/6 2 0 0 0
8 Bus
171 .
8 211 133 | Yankee Trails Rensselaer NY 1/6 2 0 0 0
171 Town of Riverhead Dial-A-
Riverhead NY 1/6 2
8 212 | 134 Ride (RDAR) iverhea 0 0 0
171 University of Rochester
8 213 | 135 | Transportation Services Rochester NY Rochester 1/6 2 0 0 0
(URTS)
171 214 | 136 WYTS - Wyoming Transit Rock Glen Ny 16 ) 0 0 0
8 Service
171 215 | 137 ARDC - Allegany Reglgnal Satemanca | NY 116 ) 0 0 0
8 Development Corporation
711 216 | 138 | Upstate Transit Saraloga |y 16 | 2 0o | o 0
8 Springs
171 Shelter Island Senior Shelter
NY 1/6 2
8 2171 139 Transportation Island 0 0 0
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171 218 | 140 STS - Town. of Smlthtown Smithioun Ny 16 ) 0 0 0
8 Transportation for Seniors
171 SSSP- Town of
219 | 141 | Southhampton Senior Southhamp. |-y 1/6 2 0 0 0
8 ton
Shuttle Program

1;1 220 | 142 | Hampton Jitney (HJ) Soutname | Ny 176 | 2 0 0 0
171 221 | 143 SET - Southold Essential Southold NY 16 ) 0 0 0

8 Transportation
171 .

8 222 | 144 | Rensselaer County Transit Troy NY 1/6 2 0 0 0
171 293 | 145 MTS - Madison Transit Wampssile | NY 16 ) 0 0 0

8 System
171 224 | 146 Town of Warwick Dial-A- Warick NY 16 ) 0 0 0

8 Bus
171 . .

8 225 | 147 | CitiBus (City of Watertown) | Watertown NY 1/6 2 0 0 0
171 29 . Watkins

8 6 | 148 | Schuyler County Transit Glen NY 1/6 2 0 0 0
171 AETC - Amherst Elderly Williamsvill

8 227 | 149 Transportation Corporation e NY 1o 2 0 0 0
171 Sussex County Dial-A-Ride

DE
g | 11 7 | connector (SCDARC) pover e s 0o 0
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171 132 8 CHEER BUS. - SUSS(.EX Georgetow | 6 3 0 0
8 County Senior Services n
171 Handy Cab - Anne Arundel
Annapoli MD 1/6 3
8 133 | 21 County Dept on Aging fnapots 0 0 0
171 134 29 DASH - Downtown Area Baliimore MD 116 3 0 0 0
8 Shuttle
171 BTS - Bethesda
Bethesd MD 1/6 3
8 135 23 Transportation Solutions ehhesda 0 0 0
1711 436 | 24 | DPUST-Delmanva Cambridge | MD 1/6 3 0 0 0
8 Community Services
171 County Ride - Queen
8 137 | 25 | Anne's County Dept. of Centrevile | MD 1/6 3 0 0 0
Aging
171 Tri-County Council for Charlotte
MD 1/6 3
8 138 | 26 Southern Maryland Hall 0 0 0
171 USTAR - Upper Shore Take- | Chestertow
8 139 27 A-Ride Transportation Service n MD 1o 3 0 0 0
171 Shuttle-UM - University of College
8 140 | 28 MD DOT Services Park MD 116 3 0 0 0
171 The Bus - Cecil County
Elk MD 1/6 3
8 141 29 Department of Aging on 0 0 0
171 . .
8 142 | 30 | Howard Transit (HT) Ellicott City | MD 1/6 3 0 0 0
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1;1 143 | 31 | Eyre Bus Service (EBS) Glenelg MD 1/6 3 0 0 0
171 Spirit Shuttle - BWI
H MD 1/6 3
8 144 ) 32 Partnership Spirit Shuttle anover 0 0 0
171 St. Mary's Transit Service Leonardtow
MD 1/6 3
8 145 | 33 (SMTS) R 0 0 0
171 I . N
8 146 | 34 | DBS- Dillon's Bus Service | Mitchehile | MD 1/6 3 0 0 0
171 GTS - Garrett Transit
8 147 | 35 | Service (Garrett County Oakland MD 1/6 3 0 0 0
Community Action)
171 OC Transit - Ocean City
8 148 | 36 | Bus System (Ocean City Ocean City | MD 1/6 3 0 0 0
DOT) / Boardwalk Tram
171 CCDOT - Calvert COUth Prince
8 149 | 37 DOT Frederick | MD 1/6 3 0 0 0
171 Somerset County .
8 150 | 38 | Commission on Aging PQ\':;ZSS MD 1/6 3 0 0 0
(SCCOA)
171 MUST - Maryland Upper Queenstow
MD 1/6 3
g | 11| 3% | snore Transit (Wye Mills) n 0 10 0
171 1 452 | 4g | DCS-Dependable Randalito |~y 16 | 3 | 0 | 0 0
8 Community Service wn
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1;1 153 | 41 | Wicomico Transit (WT) Salisbury MD 1/6 3 0 0 0
171 154 | 42 ACT -.Actlon Committee for Silver VD 16 5 0 0 0

8 Transit Spring
171 WCR - Worcester County

8 155 | 43 | Ride (Worcester County Snow Hill MD Salisbury 1/6 3 0 0 0

Commission on Aging)
1;1 156 | 44 | BJ Express Bus/ Vanpool Thurmont MD 1/6 3 0 0 0
171 County Ride - Baltimore
T MD 1/6 3

8 1571 45 County Dept. of Aging owsen 0 0 0
1;1 158 | 46 | KT - Keller Transportation Waldorf MD 1/6 3 0 0 0
171 159 55 VAST Valley Associat.ion for Alentoun A Alentown 16 3 0 0 0

8 Specialized Transportation
7 160 56 CAT - C.Oahtlon for ) Bethlehem PA Bethlehem 1/6 3 0 0 0

8 Appropriate Transportation
171 CMAAA - Columbia-

8 161 57 || Montour Area Agency on Bloo';Sbur PA 1/6 3 0 0 0

Aging
171 TransNet - Suburban
Blue Bell PA 1/6 3
8 162 o8 Transit Network vese 0 0 0
Chambersb

171 | 163 | 59 | CTA- Chambersburg urg PA 1/6 3 0 0 0
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8 Transit Authority
171 . . .

8 164 | 60 | Clarion County Transit Clarion PA 1/6 0 0 0
171 165 61 DART - Doylest.own Area Doylestown | PA 116 3 0 0 0

8 Regional Transit
1;1 166 | 62 Eggé;?ston Coach Easton PA 116 3 0 0 0
171 Community Transit of

8 167 63 || Delaware County, Inc Eddystone PA 1/6 3 0 0 0

(CTDELCO)

1;1 168 | 64 | ECT-Ellwood City Transit E"(‘;Vify“ PA 16 | 3 0 0 0
171 .

8 169 | 65 | MCL - Myers Coach Lines Export PA 1/6 3 0 0 0
171 LWCTD - Luzerne-Wyoming

Forty F PA 116 3

8 170 66 Counties Transportation Dept. ory For 0 0 0
1;1 171 67 | VenanGO Bus (VGB) Franklin PA 1/6 3 0 0 0
171 ACTA - Adams County

Gettysb PA 116 3

8 72| 68 Transit Authority ey 0 0 0
1;1 173 69 (Dljcufhm County Transit Harrisburg PA Harrisburg 1/6 3 0 0 0
171 174 70 BCT - Bucks County Holicong PA 1/6 3 0 0 0
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o o> = _ < = cC =0 oa<| @ |23 8 s = S S |8 =| S
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8 Transport
171 175 | 71 WCTS - Wa.yne County Honesdale A 116 0 0 0
8 Transportation System
171 Lynx - Carbon County ,
Jim Th PA 1/6 3
8 176 | 72 Community Transit System m Tmomwe 0 0 0
171 MCTA - Mid-County Transit
8 177 | 73 | Authority (Town & Country Kittanning PA 1/6 3 0 0 0
Transit)
171 SCCOQT - Transportation
178 74 || Management Association of | Malvemn PA 6 3 0 0
8
Chester County [vanpools]
171 179 | 75 BKCH - Barngs-Kesson Montrose A 116 5 0 0 0
8 County Hospital
171 LATS - Lower Anthracite Mount
PA 1/6 3
8 180 | 76 Transportation System Carmel 0 0 0
171 181 77 ACTS - Alllgd Coord.mated New Caste | PA 116 5 0 0 0
8 Transportation Services
171 PCTA - Perry County
Newport PA 1/6 3
8 182\ 78 Transportation Authority ewpe 0 0 0
171 183 79 Wheels - Wheels Medical Philadelphi A Philadelphia 116 3 0 0 0
8 Transportation a
171 UPTP - University of Penn Philadelphi ) )
PA Philadelph 1/6 3
8 184 | 80 Transportation & Parking a recepn 0 0 0
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171 CART - City Avenue . .
g | 185 | 81 | Regional Transit/ Shutte Ph"age'ph' PA Philadelphia 1/6 3 0 0 0
Bus
171 CMSE - Carnegie Mellon
Pittsburgh PA Pittsburgh
8 186 82 University Shuttle/Escort Hebrg Hebirg /e 3 0 0 0
1;1 187 | 83 | UV Loop - Ultraviolet Loop Pittsburgh PA Pittsburgh 1/6 3 0 0 0
171 UPTS - University of
8 188 84 || Pittsburgh Transportation Pittsburgh PA Pittsburgh 1/6 3 0 0 0
System
171 STS - Schuylkill
Saint Clai PA
8 189 85 Transportation System ant clar 1o 3 0 0 0
171 LCCT-Lackawanna County
S PA 1/6 3
8 190 86 Coordinated Transportation cranton Scranton 0 0 0
171 191 87 RRT- .Ralder Regional Shippensb | o\ 116 3 0 0 0
8 Transit urg
171 AAASC - Area Agency on
S t PA 1/6 3
8 192 88 Aging of Somerset County omerse 0 0 0
171 . .
8 193 | 89 | Forest County Transit Tionesta PA 1/6 3 0 0 0
171 194 | 90 TAWC - Transit Authority of Warren A 116 3 0 0 0
8 Warren County
171 | 195 | 91 | WCTA- Washington Washingto | o\ Pitsburgh 1/6 3 0 0 0
County Transportation n
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- 3 @ Agencies 2] | P2s 2 | &3 2| = & z|_ ol
o2 o>E = = B =) a<| o 23 8§ = S|1ZS I8 =| 9
5 82 S| (by#ofsenice S | ®| §¥e |°F iz 82| g giEE ||
H = 2 > = = : =
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8 Authority
GCTP - Greene County
171 196 | 92 Transport?tlon Erogram Waynesbur | o, 16 3 0 0 0
8 (Community Action g
Southwest)
171 197 | 39 APT -.Abmgdon Public Abingdon VA 16 3 0 0 0
8 Transit
171 WCPT - Washington
Abingd
8 198 | 40 County Public Transit nacen VA 1o 3 0 0 0
1;1 199 | 41 | Alexandria Rideshare (AR) Alexandra VA DC 1/6 3 0 0 0
71 200 | 42 CSE - Crystal Skyline Arington | VA DC 1/6 3 0 0 0
8 Express
171 VRT - Virginia Regional )
Berryvill VA
8 201 43 Transit [Clarke County] emie 1o 3 0 0 0
171 EZ Bus - Virginia Railway
8 202 44 Express EZ Bus Butke VA 1o 3 0 0 0
171 203 | 45 uTsS -.Un|ve.r3|ty of Virginia Charlotiesv | Charlottesville 116 3 0 0 0
8 Transit Service ille
171 DCT - Dickenson County
Clintwood VA 1/6 3
8 204 | 46 Transit (4-County Transit) oo 0 0 0
171 Culpeper Connector (VRT:
Cul VA 1/6 3
8 | 29| 47 | Viginia Regional Transit pepet o1 ° °
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171 206 | 48 CVT - Central Virginia Cumberlan |\, 116 3 0 0 0
8 Transit d
171 .
8 207 | 49 | FASTRAN Fairfax VA DC 1/6 3 0 0 0
171 1 508 | o | MantuaVanPool-Mantua o)y b w6 | 3 | o | o 0
8 Citizens Association
171 GEORGE - City of Falls Falls
VA DC 1/6 3
8 209 | 51 Church Local Transit Church 0 0 0
1;1 210 52 || ABS - Aries Bus Service FredfrZCKSb VA Fredericksburg 1/6 3 0 0 0
Northern Shenandoah Valley
171 Public Mobility Program
8 21 53 (Northwestern Community Front Royal VA 176 3 0 0 0
Services)
171 BTS - Brooks Transit
Front Royal VA 1/6 3
8 212 54 Service / Dominion Charter ront Roya 0 0 0
171 FRAT - Front Royal Area
Front Royal VA 1/6 3
8 213 55 Transit [Warren County] ront Roya 0 0 0
171 GTS - Galax Transit
8 214 | 56 | Service (District Ill Govt Galax VA 1/6 3 0 0 0
Cooperative)
171 BCT - Buchanan County
Grund VA 1/6 3
8 215 | 57 Transit (4-County Transit) rney 0 0 0
171 | 216 | 58 | CART - Community Harrisonbur | VA Harrisonburg 176 3 0 0 0
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8 Association for Rural g9
Transportation
171 217 | 59 IPT - I.ndependence Public | Independe VA 116 3 0 0 0
8 Transit nce
171 RCT - Russell County
8 218 | 60 | Transportation (4-County Lebanon VA 1/6 3 0 0 0
Transit)
171 219 61 The People Mover- Page Luray VA 16 5 0 0 0
8 County Transit
1711 990 | g2 | D3CC-Districtll , Marion VA 1/6 3 0 0 0
8 Governmental Cooperative
1;1 221 63 || MPT - Marion Public Transit Marion VA 1/6 3 0 0 0
171 Old Dominion University
Norfolk VA Va Beach 116 3
g | 222 | ® | Campus Shutte (ODUCS) | "™ @ Beac 0 1 0 0
171 TOOT - Town of Orange
0 VA 116 3
8 223 65 Transportation (VRT) range 0 0 0
171 Potomac Mills Shopping Potomac
. VA 116 3
g | 24| % | snutte (PMSS) Mills 0 | 0 0
171 295 | &7 NR\(SS - Nt?w River Valley Pulaski VA 16 5 0 0 0
8 Senior Services
171 . . ,
8 226 | 68 | PAT - Pulaski Area Transit Pulaski VA 1/6 3 0 0 0
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RADAR (Unified Human
Service Transportation
171 System) - Alleghany Mountain
8 227 69 | Express/PART/Valley Metro | Roanoke VA Roanoke 1/6 3 0 0 0
STAR/ CORTRAN [Alleghany,
Roanoke, Franklin, Henry
Counties]
171 228 70 SDFT - Staunton Downtown Staunton VA 116 3 0 0 0
8 Free Trolley
171 TCT - Tazewell County
T I VA 1/6 3
8 229 1 7 Transit (4-County Transit) aeene 0 0 0
171 Bay Transit - Chesapeake
8 230 | 72 | Bay Area Agency on Aging Urbanna VA 1/6 3 0 0 0
[10-county service area]
171
8 231 73 || The Pearl Urbanna VA 1/6 3 0 0 0
171 232 | 74 CATS - Cogrd|nateq Area Verona VA 16 5 0 0 0
8 Transportation Services
171 Circuit Rider Public Shuttle
W t VA 1/6 3
8 233 | 75 Bus (CRPSB) arrenton 0 0 0
VRT - Virginia Regional
171 Transit (10 rural counties in
Winch VA 1/6 3
g | 23| 78 | \wa central Virginia) nester 0|0 0
[Frederick County]
171 | 235 | 77 | WPT - Wytheville Public Wytheville | VA 1/6 3 0 0 0
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8 Transit
171
8 236 | 78 | Yorktown Trolley (YT) Yorktown VA 1/6 0 0 0
CAL - Community Action
171 Lines (Raleigh County
8 237 8 Community Action Beckley w e 3 0 0 0
Association)
171 238 9 BTS - Bluefield Transit Bluefield Wy 16 3 0 0 0
8 System
171 Centra - Central West Virginia
g | 239 | 10 | qransit Authority (CWVTA Clarksburg | WV /e 3 0 0 0
171 Fairmont-Marion County
Fairmont % 116 3
g | 240 | M| rransit Authority FMCTA) | " 0 0 0
171 241 12 LKBC - Little Kanawha Bus Grantsuile | W 16 5 0 0 0
8 Company
Buckwheat Express -
171 Preston County Senior _
8 242 13 Citizens / Preston County Hingwood w /e 3 0 0 0
Rural Transit (PCRT)
171 PanTran - Eastern Mariinsh
g | 243 | 14 | Panhandie Transit Authority e ';‘S L wy 1/6 3 0 0 0
(EPTA)
171 PVTA - Potomac Valley
Petersb WV 1/6 3
8 244 15 Transit Authority clersug 0 0 0
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171 HTT - Here & There Transit
8 245 16 | (Barbour County Senior Phillippi Y% 1/6 3 0 0 0
Center)
171 SVRTA - Steel Valley Steubenvill
wv 1/6 3
8 246 17 Regional Transit Authority e 0 0 0
171 047 18 MTA - .Mountaln Transit Summersvil |\ 16 3 0 0 0
8 Authority le
171 Wayne X-Press - Wayne
8 248 19 || County Community Wayne wv 1/6 3 0 0 0
Services Organization
171 Tri-River Transit Authority West
_ wv 1/6 3
8 249 1 20 (Lincoln County) Hamlin 0 0 0
171 ARISE - Area Referral &
g | 249 | 19 | Information Service for the A'eé?t';der AL 1/6 4 0 0 0
Elderly
171 250 20 CATS. - Covington Area Andalusia AL 16 . 0 0 0
8 Transit System
CLASTRAN - Central
171 Alabama's Specialized Birminaha
8 251 | 21 || Transportation / Birmingham mg AL Birmingham 116 4 0 0 0
Regional Paratransit
Consortium
171 250 | 99 ECATS - E§camb|a County Brewion AL 116 4 0 0 0
8 Area Transit System
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171 CAPT - Central Alabama
Cal AL 1/6 4
8 253 | 23 Public Transportation e 0 0 0
171 ATRC - Alabama-
8 254 | 24 | Tombigbee Regional Camden AL 1/6 4 0 0 0
Commission
171
8 255 25 || HELP Carrollton AL 1/6 4 0 0 0
171 , .
8 256 | 26 | Exceptional Children (EC) Chatom AL 1/6 4 0 0 0
171 Washington County Rural
ch AL 1/6 4
8 257 27 Transportation (WCRT) atom 0 0 0
171 Middle Alabama Area Columbian
AL 1/6 4
8 258 | 28 Agency on Aging (MAAAA) a 0 0 0
171 CARTS - Cullman Area
8 259 29 || Rural Transportation Cullman AL 1/6 4 0 0 0
System
West Alabama Public
171 Transportation - WAPT
D l AL 1/6 4
8 260 1 30 (West Alabama Health emopals 0 0 0
Services)
171 DeKalb Commission
8 261 31 | Council on Aging FortPayne | AL 1/6 4 0 0 0
(DCCCOA)
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171 Etowah County Rural
8 262 | 32 | Transportation Program Gadsden AL 1/6 4 0 0 0
(ECRTP)
171 263 | 33 GPT - Gooqwater Public Goodwater | AL 16 4 0 0 0
8 Transportation
171 264 | 34 CGET-Clty of Gupterswlle Guntersvill AL 16 4 0 0 0
8 Public Transportation e
171 TRAM - Transportation for
8 265 35 | Rural Areas of Madison Huntsville AL Huntsville 1/6 4 0 0 0
County
NATS - Northwest Alabama
171 Transportation System
J AL 1/6 4
8 266 | 36 (Northwest Alabama Mental aspet 0 0 0
Health Foundation)
171 067 37 LoDa Moda (MODA Transit Mobile AL Mobile 116 4 0 0 0
8 System)
171 Lawrence County Aging
8 268 | 38 | Rural Transit System Moulton AL 1/6 4 0 0 0
(LCARTS)
171 269 | 39 BCC - Blgunt County Oneonta AL . . 0 0 0
8 Commission
171 Baldwin County Public Robertsdal
AL 1/6 4
8 270 1 40 Transit Coalition (BCPTC) e 0 0 0
171 | 271 | 41 | Baldwin Rural Area Robertsdal | AL 176 4 0 0 0
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8 Transportation System e
(BRATS)
171 Jackson County Council on
Scottsb AL 116 4
8 272 42 Aging (JCCOA) cottsboro 0 0 0
171 Community Service
Tuscal AL Tuscal 116 4
8 273 43 Programs of West Alabama sceloosa uscaloosa 0 0 0
171 Mason-Russell Community
Tusk AL 116 4
g | 2™ | | Action Agency (MRCAA) tekegee 0 | 0 0
1 ;1 275 | 47 | Croom's Transportation Apazzhioc FL 1/6 4 0 0 0
171 . ,
8 276 | 48 | DeSoto County Transit Arcadia FL 1/6 4 0 0 0
1711 977 | 49 | SCT- Sumter County Bushnell | FL 1/6 4 0 0 0
8 Transit
171 278 | 50 CGT - City of Coral Gables Coral EL 16 4 0 0 0
8 Trolley Gables
171 South Florida Education
8 279 | 51 | Center Transportation Davie FL 1/6 4 0 0 0
Management Association
171 VCMPO- Volusia County Davt
8 280 52 || Metropolitan Planning Sgair;a FL 1/6 4 0 0 0
Organization
171 281 | 53 Care-A.-Van - Care-A-Van | Femandno | 116 4 0 0 0
8 Consolidated Beach
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Transportation Services
171 City Cruiser - City of Fort
282 | 54 | Lauderdale CommunityBus | " FL 16 | 4 0 0 0
8 . Lauderdale
Service
171 TMAX - Downtown Fort
283 | 55 | Lauderdale Transportation Fort FL 1/6 4 0 0 0
8 o Lauderdale
Management Association
171
8 284 56 || Good Wheels Fort Myers FL Cape Coral 1/6 4 0 0 0
71 285 57 AlaChl,Ja County (AC) Gainesville FL 1/6 4 0 0 0
8 Transit
171 286 | 58 Gatgr Lift - University of Gainesvile FL 116 4 0 0 0
8 Florida
171 CCCOA - Clay County Green Cover
. FL 1/6 4
8 287 1 59 Council on Aging Springs 0 0 0
171 288 60 HTS - Hialeah Transit Hialeah FL 116 4 0 0 0
8 System
171 KWT - Key West Transit / Key
8 289 61 West Public Transit System Key West FL e 4 0 0 0
1711 290 | g2 | MCT - Monroe County KeyWest | FL 116 4 0 0 0
8 Transportation
171
8 291 63 | A&A-A &A Transport Lake Butler | FL 1/6 4 0 0 0
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171 202 | &4 LCPT - Lakg County Public Leesburg FL 16 4 0 0 0

8 Transportation
171 | 93 | g5 | OREC-SuwamneeRwver |\ o0 | w 16 | 4 | 0 | o 0

8 Economic Council
171 SVTA - Suwannee Valley

Live Oak FL 1/6 4

8 294 66 Transit Authority vea 0 0 0
171 205 | &7 BCCOA - Bakgr County Macdlemny FL . 4 0 0 0

8 Council on Aging
171 GCMK - Guidance Clinic of

Marath FL 1/6 4

8 | 298| O | ihe Middie Keys arathon 0 | 0 0
171 297 | 69 JTRANS - J.ackson County Marianna FL 116 4 0 0 0

8 Transportation
171 208 70 Conchita Transportation iami FL 116 4 0 0 0

8 (CT)
171 , o

8 299 | 71 | Metro Jitney (MJ) Miami FL 1/6 4 0 0 0
171 , _

8 300 | 72 | SantaRosa County Transit Milton FL 1/6 4 0 0 0
171 . . ,

8 301 73 || BBT - Big Bend Transit Monticello FL 1/6 4 0 0 0
171 Jolley Trolley - City of New Port

8 3021 74 Clearwater Beach (JT) Richey Ft 1o 4 0 0 0
171 | 303 | 75 | MTS - Marion Transit Ocala FL 1/6 4 0 0 0
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8 Services
1;1 304 | 76 || Okeechobee County Transit Okeesh()be FL 176 0 0 0
171 [-Ride Trolley - International
8 305 77 | Drive Master Transit & Orlando FL 1/6 4 0 0 0
Improvement District (IRT)
171 306 | 78 PCT -.Putnam County Palatka - 16 . 0 0 0
8 Transit
171 NWCAS - NorthWest Coast N
8 307 79 | Airport Sea Shore Super OJoeam FL 1/6 4 0 0 0
Shuttle
171 . . ,
8 308 | 80 | Highlands County Transit Sebring FL 1/6 4 0 0 0
171 . St.
309 | 81 | St Johns County Transit . FL 1/6 4 0 0 0
8 Augustine
Bull-Runner Shuttle -
171 University of South Florida
T FL 1/6 4
8 310 | 82 Parking & Transportation ampa 0 0 0
Services
171 311 83 TST - City of Tarpon Tarpon FL 116 4 0 0 0
8 Springs Trolley Springs
171 .
8 312 | 84 | Hardee County Transit Wauchula FL 1/6 4 0 0 0
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West Palm Beach
171 Downtown Development West Palm
FL 1/6 4
8 313 1 & Authority Trolley Beach 0 0 0
(WPBDDA)
171 PCTS - Polk County Transit .
g | 314 86 Services / Intercity Transit / mfr: FL 1/6 4 0 0 0
Winter Haven Area Transit
171 WSDAR - City of Winter Winter
. FL 116 4
8 | 31| 87 | Springs Diak-A-Ride Springs 0 | 0 0
71 1316 | 20 wer ) Wilcox County Abbevile | GA 176 4 0 0 0
8 Transit
171 .
8 317 | 21 | Cook County Transit (CC) Adel GA 1/6 4 0 0 0
171 WCTA - Wheeler County
GA 1/6 4
8 318 22 Transit Authority Alamo 0 0 0
171 319 23 APT -.Amerlcus Public Americus GA 116 4 0 0 0
8 Transit
171 CCTMA - Clifton Corridor
8 320 | 24 | Transportation Aflanta GA Atlanta 1/6 4 0 0 0
Management Association
7 321 | 25 EUS - Emory University Adlanta GA Adlanta 176 4 0 0 0
8 Shuttle
171 PTC - Perimeter
Atlant GA Atlant 1/6 4
8 3221 26 Transportation Coalition ane ane 0 0 0
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7 323 | 27 BUC - B.uckhead Uptown Adlanta GA Adlanta 176 4 0 0 0
8 Connection
171 Tech Trolley - Georgia
8 324 | 28 | Institute of Technology Atlanta GA Atlanta 1/6 4 0 0 0
Stinger Bus System
71 1 395 | 29 PCT ) Pierce County Blackshear | GA 176 4 0 0 0
8 Transit
171 . . o
8 326 | 30 || Union County Transit (UC) Blairsville GA 1/6 4 0 0 0
171 .
8 327 | 31 | Early County Transit (ECT) Blakely GA 1/6 4 0 0 0
171 MATS - Mountain Area
8 328 32 | Transportation System / Blue Ridge | GA 1/6 4 0 0 0
Fannin County Transit
171 Coastal Georgia Area
Brunswick | GA 1/6 4
8 329 | 33 Community Action Authority ranswie 0 0 0
171 330 34 HCT - Haralson County Buchanan GA 16 4 0 0 0
8 Transit
171 .
8 331 35 | Taylor County Transit (TC) Butler GA 1/6 4 0 0 0
171 MATS - Mountain Area
332 36 || Transportation System / Calhoun GA 1/6 4 0 0 0
8 .
Gordon County Transit
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171 333 | 37 MCT-. Mitchell County Camila GA . 4 0 0 0
8 Transit
71 1 334 | 38 BCT ) Bartow County Cartersvile | GA 176 4 0 0 0
8 Transit
171 .
8 335 | 39 | Cedartown Transit (CT) Cedartown | GA 1/6 4 0 0 0
711 336 | 40 MCT ) Murray County Chatsworth | GA 176 4 0 0 0
8 Transit
171 337 | 41 HCT - Habersham County Clarkesvile | GA 16 4 0 0 0
8 Transit
171 RCT - Rabun County
cl GA 1/6 4
g | 338 | 42 | Transi & Dia-A-Ride avton 0 0 0
7 339 | 43 WC.SC - White County Cleveland | GA 176 4 0 0 0
8 Senior Center
171 340 44 BCT g Bleckley County Cochran GA 16 . 0 0 0
8 Transit
171 341 45 RCSS - Roc'kdale County Conyers GA 16 . 0 0 0
8 Senior Services
1;1 342 | 46 | CCT - Crisp County Transit Cordele GA 1/6 4 0 0 0
171 343 | a7 TCT -.Tallaferro Cou